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To, 

His Holiness 

SHri Shri Viswesh Teerth Swamiji 
of Pejavar Mutt 
dedicating this Volum© 
with prostrations .before His Holy and 
august presence 

I pray to God humbly apd respectfully 
on the occasion of his fiftieth hith- 
day and wish him many such happy 
returns so that he may be at the helm 
of religious activities to guide us 
through the turmoil and confusion of 
ideas and logies. 



PREFACE 

Our way has been long, weary and forlorn. 
The rising prices particularly of paper and the high 
charges of printing and postage, financial stringency 
and last but not the least, ray old age made a 
common cause to break down my spirit and dis¬ 
courage my struggling adventure till at last dispair 
and darkness stared at me; and f was just on the 
point of sitting down on the dusty path covering 
my head with clapping bands admitting defeat and 
submitting to most mortifying failure. Suddenly 
the bright rays of hope broke through dark dispair. 
Shri Venkatanath took pity on this weary traveller 
and blessed me with a munificent gift of Rs. 2400 
which though not sufiicient was yet enough to 
inspire me with new hopes. Really lam thankful 
to the authorities of the T. T. Devasthanams, 
Tirupati for their timely help and I hope that this 
sympathetic attitude will be extended to the coming 
Volumes also so that the series will continue un¬ 
impeded andean wait for the public to help me in 
the selfless work. I hope to finish the five glosses 
of Shri Raghavendra in two more Volumes, and to 
take up next for publication a very enlightening 
commentary on the Upanishads called XJpanishad 
Khandarlha. I take this opportunity to thank the 
public for the ready response to my appeal and I 
also thank the T. T. Devasthanara in anticipation, 
for extending their symapthetic regard towards the 
coming Volume in the same manner. 

Gadag Ever at your Service 

20-5-1981 G. B. Joshi 



SHRl RAGHVENDRA-HfS LIFE AND WORKS 



^ B^ahima Sutra with the commentary of Madhava 
and^he f ive gJo^ses of Raghvendra 

I part ill 



SUTRA : 

One residing inside ( the eye) is Vishnii only; 
(and not Agni) ■ Because (words like Sfir? 

/ - and Brahma) find their meaning in Vishnu 
V ■ only.^ • 

r:BHASttYA': 

It is said that Vishmi was in the sun, "That Purusha 
in Aditya I am He, ’ I am indeed He”. (Cha). In this • 
and in other Fires are stated to be staying in the Sun. 
As the eye and the sun are identical "The Purusha seen 
: in the eye”and in others, is stated to be Agni only. For 
(from the knowledge of Agni) there is .no contact Of Papa 
or Sin. Just as there is no contact of Waters with the 
' leaf of the lotus, so also you kpoW a sinful. deed does 
• not conta,minate him. Thus froqj the knowledge of 
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Agni dniy, as no Sin contacts him, there is Moksha and ^ 
it is reasonable. “ 

Therefore it is said One stationed ,m 

the eye is Vishnu only, f?f^ the three ^ 

forms of Vishnu (Nurayana Vasiidev and Vaikiintha) 
that are imperishable are in heaven (Swetadweepa, 
Arlantasana and Vaikuntha). These and ptliers show that 
he alone can be significantly called Amrita Or imperi¬ 
shable. The word Brahhia also is highly significant 
in him. ... 

'3ffrrf?n‘- T am He. I indeed am He’ 
is said from lire point of immanente of Hari, , 

Though there is difference between Agni, Jeeva and 
others and Vishnu, tire word Which shows iden¬ 
tity between them, is used*, referring to yishiiu as the 
indweller of all, though there is real difference between 
them (Mahat). 

SUTRA: 

Eye , the place of residence of Brahma, has; 
its strength from Brahma the resider. For 
there ■ is such declaration.. ‘ If any one 
pours ghee or water in the twp eyes, they 
, come out through the two paths- (hut.-do hot 
stain the eyes) :.This and others, show the 
strength of the place of residence (hecause 
there, is the presehce of Brahma) . ‘He i.s the 
leader of. ■ the heaut iful■ and ’ he • -..i's. the.. , 
bestower of hrilliahce ’ ■ This . is,;the power 
■of Atma. or BrahmahecaUse thiS' is ■ the mark ■ 
of that powdr .* '■ 
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I BHASHYA : 

Thus it is stated in Chaturvedshikha- : “That one, 

■ by whose power if anyone pours water or ghee in the 
;it copries oiit by the side paths, is the Lord, the: one. 
; ( undisputed, the, extraordinary, is also higher than 
LaXihi, whois higher than Chaturmukha, who.: is higher 
than Riidra, and is also called by the names of Vaniana 
Bhhiiian, Ananda and Achyuta”. In Vaman Purana it' 
p is stated- ’-That this eye stands detached from all other 
things is due to the power of the place of/residence 
ii> :which belongs to Vainana, superior to us and one 
meditate that he is one’s destination. 


SUTRA : f 

•’ The-one' in’the eye is Vishnu .hecause,he is 
said to be* Perfect .Happiness’ ir^;)ahd 
perfect knowledge 

BHASHYA:' 


l-y _ It is stated in Chandogya that Prana is Brahma 

y and Perfect Happiness is Brahma; perfect knowledge is 
■ Brahma.' ' , 


“Vijnaha and Ananda is Brahma”. “He understood 
i: Brahma to be Ananda” on account of these and many 
i ; dthers.^ Those Characteristics belong' to him alone. 

I “Unsurpassed perfection of BlisS;is undoubtedly:^^the 
characteristic of Vishnu only. . Other beingiright from 
I; Laxmi to Trahajeevas or the bestvarnpng men are only 

y yrelatively . bKssfu^^ ■ Thus it Brahnja 

Vaiyarta.,. .y■ ;■. ,. / ■; •■■■ 


When the primary meaning is syntactically adjust 
ble secondary need not be accepted. ' ' ' 















4 


'S' 

SUTRA : 

sa 

The one in the eye is Vishnu, because it is 
stated in shruti-that to those who undergo 
that dicipline of hearing, thinking andi 
meditating of these lores, the destination 
is Brahma reached through Vayu. 

BHASHYA: 

The Vayu caaies them to .(the 
four faced) Brahma or the supreme Brahma. (So this 
is Brahma Vidya and not Agni Vidya). Because it is not 
proper to say that one goes to a different destination 
from that of the Vidya he hears. 

SUTRA : 

The one in the eye is not Agni (but Brahma); 
Because (if one jeeya is controlled by 
another Jeeva) there -is -inf inite . regress 
and the view (that one jeeva is controlled 
by another. Jeeva) is; impossible also., 

BHABHYA: 

There is infinite -regress if one Jeeva is controlled: 
by a,nathCT Jeeva. And it is irapossibie also because, 
one Jeeva is equally .dependent as another Jeeva; 

There is no evidence for a rule why Agni aloite 
.should be independent (When all are equally Jeeva; 
And there is iro necessity felt to accept God as the 
Brime^mover. 
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bmavadeepa 

Inclusion in the Shastva, of this Adhikarana is 
sought by showing the saraanvaya of the mark of ‘resi¬ 
dence in the eye’ in Pai%b,rahman, though this mra'k is 
known to refer to other thing by the association of 
Agni Shruti. Bhashyakara provides us Shruti Saiigati 
and other requisties ;foi' .the discussion of the . topic. 

* Anandamanya was said to be one having iiis residence 
in Aditya, which automatically includes also residence 
in the, eye., Raghvendra explains the operation of this 
inclusion. Both eye and Aditya are presided over by 
the deity; hence «he who has residence in Aditya has 
■ also his residence in the eye. It is expressed in one 
place. If this is to be expressed.hi another place it is 
done ^ by implication C Residence in the 

eye is found to belong to some Agni. JT 

; “In side the eye This Pufusha is seen through 
diyine' vistom (by those gifted with divine vision). 

■ Satyakama tefls diisto Upakosala. Now'if this residence 
in the eye belongs to some one else (AgQi)then residence 
in Aditya also belongs to some one else (Agni). 

' Here amobjeetion is raised. In the Mantra 

residence in Aditya means ‘Vishnu, resides in 
Adiyta; And in its commentary it is stated “That 
Vishnu who stays in all souls, in people, in gods, is 
one only”. It is Said foTinerly in the Siitra 

that Ananda maya is said to be : residnig in> 
both higher and lower souls that are called by the name 
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ofPurusha, Therefore one residing in the eye also is 
residing in the deity presiding over the eye, by implica-. 
tion. But here we came to know from the statement in 
Teqjca, which is to be announced hence forward, that 
residence in the.eye means residence in the ball of the 
eye and hence Tesidenee in the Aditya is residence in 
the orb of Aditya (the: orb of the sun) as both eye and 
Aditya are similar. Then how do you explain the 
disparity between the objection raised in Purva Paksha 
that if a different one is residing in the eye then , in the 
Aditya also the one residing is a different one; and the 
answer in Sidhanta that if the one residing in the eye 

is Vishnu then one residing in the Aditya by equal foree 
of logic is Vishnu ? ■ 

To this querry the rejoindet-is that according to the 
coming statement, the..one who is said to be the actuator- 
of both men and women by the words and 

is said to reside in the eye, then it naturally came, 
to happen that the ^me ' formerly stated also is die 
one residing in Aditya mandala (the orb of the sun). 
When thus stated,every thing was . found r 
where is the necessity of accepting a God as the one 
residingThere ? This is the. objection side. The answer 
of the Sidhanta is that when by the reasons that are 
going to be adduced as the mere different one cannot be 
‘The actuator’ that one' residing' in the eye is Vishnu, 
then the one residing in Aditya mandala, by the same 
force, of logic and the oiie in the deities of the, .eye and 
Aditya, is Vishnu.. But others reconcile this discrepa¬ 
ncy by stating that in the commentary on the upainshad, 




7 


Aditya stands for the deity Aditya; therefore the 
one residing’in the deity was meant, but in the commen¬ 
tary on the Sutras in al| the shruties, Aditya stands fpr 
the oneresiding in the insentient orb of the sun and ball ' 
of the eye and hence in both objection and judgement 
side the one residing in the orb and ball is accepted. 

This is Similar to the freatiiient )iri the coming 
Adhikaraiia. In the Next Adhikarana in the Shruli 
STTciTT means the presiding deity who is 
four faced Brahma according to -.Brahadbhashya.. Still 
in the this Bhashya the meaning of Jeeva piily is 
aceepted and the one immanent in jeeva is said to be 
different in the Sutia So also here the same 

treatment is given.; The-sense ,of the previous Teeka 
also is the Jeeya as shown by the word Therefore 

there in Bhashya it is. stated that only- 
is cited. But in Chandrika adopting the old' method of 
pradeepa the words like Aditya. and others mean the 
deities Aditya and others. When Agni resides in the 
presiding deity of the eye, he is the same who presides 
\r.Gver the deity of Aditya. This is the objection side. 
Now the Sidhanta side is that because one who resides 
in the deity of the eye is Vishnu, so one who resides in 

the deity of Aditya also is Vishnu only. This is 
appropriate. - 

Raghavendra supplies sOrae times syntactical, 
sometimes logical sometimes cfitical, links to elucidate 
Bhashya in theyfronj of closely-knit-together-commen- 
tary. So far, Tikakara explained Bhashya as affording 
elucidatory connecting link- .between the previous 
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Adhikai ana and the present one, Now the Tikakara 
explains dhe same Bhashya as affording the objection 
side along with reasoning (;^ft^)'to uphold 

it and -the ' ultimate result of ail this argumentation 
( ); and tlips states that there also Agni is referred 

to. And this is the view already enunciated at the veiy 

beginning. Fearing transgressing of limit ,.we. .stop . 
eiTtering into details. . . , . 

There is counter objection to Purva Pakshai. IfAgni, 
Were to reside in Aditya;' Why should he be in the eye? 
“Aditya becomes the eye and enteres into the eye” is, 
the Shruti. Therefore Agni residing in Aditya is proved 
to reside in the eye also. Now . another objection 
against Purva Paksha is raised, 

Thus says Agni. But Agni that referred 
to by is formally referred to. Because really the . 
Puruslia in Aditya is Vishnu. But this is not sound. 
Because this funs Counter to the Shruti 
Besides there is repetition ,(3TiFtn?T-|ft - > 

and repetition is stronger than similar statement 
( TTTreqr- inTaittareeya). 

Because similar statement is found in another place; 
while'Abhyasa or repetition ■ is to be found in the 
same place. Hence Repetition is more readily grasped 
than similar statement. If this line of fencing’ is 
undertaken the Purva Paksha can be easily rebutted, 
For in the reference to Vishnu, there is some extra- 
otdinary newness in Vislmu ^ ) ■ This novelty 

sets at naught the repetetion in reference to Agni.. 
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V, But Purva Paksba Kara isadamont and does not easily 
jv^^accept defeat. Haturally next in ^ ikiportance is 
V / in settling. tjie import of a passage. But 95^ • or purpo se 
'.means by implication One having purpose or 

N'; ypurposefulness. ; Add that is > eulogistic, statement or 

^ is;- highly 

eulogistic.of Agni-but not of Vishnu or Brahma; and 
etilogistic statement is more efficacious iri ■ giyirig the 
|^^’ffllp6rt^than :Noyelty;r ^■ A \ v ... 

V-"' ' For alf these reasoris, Viz'.fof the reasOn of thCie 

i; . being Repetition, -Eulogistic statement, and a multitude 
;; of Shruties referring to Agni,. one in the; eye is Agni, 
: ‘ and npt Vishhii. donsequeatly Agni; is Anandarhaya. 

- . This is a spirituail calamity as thdyiew that knowledge 

■ ; of Vishnu leads to libera;tfoji also has been thrust into' 

'.'■.•.'.risk;" ; 

;> This ' Purya-pakshi’s argument is a round about 
H course of attack,; ‘'Sidhanti pleads that the knowledge 
: of Vishnu leads tb^ M . That is nbt; reasonable. 

.; For in the :Mahira itis stated that-Uberation or 

is assured: from t%' knowledge of Agdi. ; This 
?" would have been, a straight forward attaclclx■ Inst^d of 
:fiiat Anaiidamaya • is said to be in A ditya, Th is of course 
X means |hat he is’ nf the eye. This fesidence in the . eye 

- is attributed ;tp Agni in; Chahdpgya. So; both ; residehce 
in the eye and the qiiality; of Anandamayatva 'belong 

r Agni billy,. This is a round about course of argument, 
This/rouhd about course is iid.pptedas'iPuryapakshis’ 
'agniment becadse when we' prove the:samianvaya of 
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‘residence in the eye’ in Vishnu there we have proved 
the previously stated ‘residence in Aditya’ also to be 
the attribute of Vishnu. The idea is developed in 
greater detail in Chandrika. Neither Aditya statement 
nor eye-statement bears any sign of raising a Purva 
Paksha. So this long course is adopted also to raise a 
Purva Paksha, Agni.is used in the plural because in 
the Aditya and,others, the three firea viz, Garhapatya, 
An yaharya and, Ah'avaneaya are placed. Therefore the 
famous Agni Garhapatya is placed in Aditya and ■ 
hence is to be foiind -in the eyei You should not 
suppose, that all the three fires are placed in Aditya, 

• Now tlie Sidhanta begins. The‘one in the eye’ is 
Vishnu; The ‘one in the eye’ is used in the Bhashya 
according to the Shruti 3f.f8iT’^T’; and it is a 
disputed point. • But in the Sutra the word is used 
in the sense which is . the meaning 

of. aTTcir) of one enjoying, being inside in the place of: 

' The reading in Bhashya should be 
For Bhashya also means that.one in the eye, is the ' 
enjbyer or though in Anu Bhashya; it may be- ‘one in 
the eye* is the enjoycr, yet here in Bhashya it is only : 

The one-in the eye is Vishnu. For. 
in the coming portion there is the word 

Brahina with others which includes the word Atiha in 
order to make it the reason (^5)' is; 

restricted to only. 'Therefore in Tika, in order 

to reconcile the difference betv/een Bhashya and Sutra ^ 


/ 



ir 

(3f?T?sr and it is c&mmenrted upon as 

as Vishnu alone is the one in the eye, who is" 
. the enjoyer,^ • -v. 

Purva PakshL’s agruments and Shriities cited can be 
reconciled and adjusted to,mean something else. The 
Shfuii referred to is ^>^JTr?rr. Though 3T^.. 

. refers clearly to Agni yet on the strength of Smriti this , 
refers to the immanent Vishnu and not to Agni.,, 
Therefore this Shruti is not Agni Shniti. And abhyasa 
■ T (repetition) an<j Apuryata (novelty)- and all refer to thcv 
:■ immanent. Vishnu and not Agni. 

Tikakara helps us to un derstand Bha shy a and Raghvend ra ^ 
helps us to understand Teeka. means the 

r ultimate meaning of which is ST^i'ii^^isfT^r^^Tcf 'because 
; k takes resort to a Pursha who is detached*. 

- is used ih Teeka just after the original Bhashya. The 
f meaning of TT -is'given aa tjCTt : in 

means ‘goes towards the out let’ and does not touth'the 
: eye. The detached nature was not clear in Shruti. 

> Hence it is made clear. Because the sentence 
: is'clCar, it is not explained. ’ As it is difficult to under¬ 
stand how the place and power, point to Hari, they are 
explained. - • , 

The words and'5TnT^ are explahied as below:- 
y The words UFTT and mean Beauty and Euergy resp- 
! actively. Now beauty ahd engry. are considered the 
J chief characteristics of women and men respectively. 

Hence and mean, women and men. 

. A controller of them bpfh isTW^ and ^TfPT.' 



12 


In Bhashya instead , of the vvotd 

in used often in accoi'daiice with the shiriti 

'a 

quoted in Bhashya. 

Thinking that Bhashya should be in confdtmity 
with Suti'a, Bhashya is being interpreted ’accorduig : to 
the directions given in Anu Bhashya. Brahman being 
an extraordinary, abode of happiness is ehafacterised 
vvith extraordinary staflire . of Brahmahopd. in that 
Bhashya, it is stated that the lower Brahma is that 
Pfaiia, Who is the deity over strength. Hari hihnshlf is ■ 
the' higher Brahma who is- charaeferised by the nature; 
of essential knowledge ’and bliss, and perfection, 
^ In this Shruti .the words 

^and; connote perfect happiness’. . Another meaning 
is “the higher Brahma .;is Piiriia; Anartda and -Purna 

The reason why is introduced here is that 

in the-Sutra in the word ^ is; , said to 

connote both Prana' and Brahma ‘With certain limitations. 

In ¥ the word ^ introduces both Prana 
and Brahma^ (sriW3f?rftf); otherwise’the Pronoun 

wonld not have .reference to a hoUn 
Prana that, has gone. before, ‘who explains Brahma to 
these’, , NOW Upakraraa tcommencement) idpatfamhara 
(GonelUsioii) and Shruti, hi n^ and- Vakya aip there 
: a nd Lingats. to settle: their meaiii ng so Purna- 

nanda iand Others: are intiPdu^ Ijirigai or reason at 



: the very begimiing/This Upakarama has clear reference 
to Vishnu; and on the Strength of this Linga the whole 
contexl is proved to have reference to Vishnu. And 
Sutra is interpreted accordingly; • 
iheans . B said to be 

perfect BlisS; (The: meaning of tijW in the sutra is) Much 
; more so (he is Brabma)when he is perfect in Knowledge. 

■; For the simple word f^PT (tri nicans 

I ..‘Perfect Knowledge*. A simple unqualified word is used 
I in its'chief meaning - and perfect 

V; knowledge alone is the chief meaning, of the Word 
V f^^R. Otherwise the, definition of Brahma will be 
; ' GVer-extCnding to.human souls as they also are perfect 
like the small and big pots; air are full with water even' 
J; when they are filled .with sniall or big quantity of water 
i: in a. river or the ocean./ Hence in the sutira the wording 
|r is arid hot ; because relative perfection 

I' (though not absolute perfection) is to be founds even in 
f human souls. ' , 


• ■ 
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•v» ' 'V 

Here ^ .f|[T is fepeafed with a view to 

avoid the wrong notion that there are three Vidyas; : 
and that it should be correctly. , uriderstobd ta be- 
•Ateavidya. This is -th'eebnt^^^^ of some. Some 
aghiti argite that qr^fl is. 4u^fed : bodily here 
because as there is contradiction even when is^ 


stated at the begiririing a^ as 

not?P#ana’Vidya) So'alsoheyeri'whe^^^^ 
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at the beginning there is the contradiction in tlie form 
of the statement of Aditya under the designation of 
Agni, it is contended that it is not Brhma Vidya. Thus 
they say that is quoted tO' supply an instance. 

Again they argue that Prana has no contextual support 
as it is foriuerly staled to have been attacked by Shruti 
-Linga and others. 

Thus STT^T ^ refers to Vishnu and ^ 
sttfeT is Agni Vidya. For just as 

51^^ no doubt begins with Agni yet as there is the 
mark of Savitru (^rf^d’TTiJd'T) it is so also 

the Vidya which is called f^T is associated with 
Agni and has the context of Agni. This also implies 
that Prana has no contextual support also. 

“if the Upanishads- are heard by him, Brhamagati 
is attained by him” Ragliyendra .fills up the gap. 
Mere hearing will not qualify a man. for Brhmagati. 
So and 2^5 means along with 

or «rcp:T, fot Brhmagati is mentioned here as 
(in the Sutrfi). 

• ^ also means ;Vayu ( ^ ^R; ) Rmmfe - 
Goal to which are^led by Vayu: Because (sTPJff 
even Prana is. Wanted by . the the context. So far. 

was taken as basis and-meaning 
was given. Now is^taken as basis,. 

and. the referred^;© by % (you) is- the centre of 

interpretation. There the siitra means “To upakosala 



who has heard the Upaiiishad, ^ ^7%: is mentioned as 
the result of this Vidya. Now you nieed not have l ecoufse 
or implication (of and 

Here in the Sutra alone is mentioned and 

not ‘as the result of this Vidya’ no doubt. Yet this is 
the very statement which mentions this as 
X)the'r\vjse the mention -of some Gati in the context 
of this Vidya would have been but of place. For (f^) 
it is not proper* for a Vidya to have different*: Gita. 
In Geeta it is stated ‘-Those who worship other gods 
go to other gods and my devotees come to me” But in 
Geeta itself it is stated ‘‘Devotees of other gQds also 
come to me”' which runs counter to the former 
statement. -Yet there is ho contradiction.!*? For 

trTfff^tff One who 
has the-conviction Of the supremacy of Vishnu worships 
other gods (not as supreme). goes to other ;gOds; no t 
convinced' of the supremacy of Vishnu (if he worships 
other gods as supreme) he goes to eternal darkness; 
Hence the former statement in Geeta does not contradict 
the latter statement (in Geeta). Therefore the Vidya 
which gives us the attainfflent Of Brahma must have 
Brahma fOr its topic. This again dOes not run counter to 
for that refers to immahent Vishnu. It is 
said that holy fires stated two types of Vishnu one 
imnianet and another all prevasive to Upakosala. Not 
only Shurti and Lihga will be justified; but even the 
Sutra Will be justified iii itS statement. For^ 
sf^ or 1 together with ; has been made to 
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refer to immanent Vishnu through another, way of 
interpretation according to the interpretation in 
Bhashaya. 

Now an objection is raised that the word (I) 

naturally and gracefully/ refers to the agent of the 
stateinent (speaker), Then why should that word should 
be made to refer to another object ? This objection in 
an equally graceful manner silenced by stating that 
that another meaning is accepted on the strength of 
exclifsive reference, as directed in Nayayavivarana, of 
Shurti; Besides many such Shruties ar^ meant. 

If on , the other hand,, in spite of these strong 
reasons it is insisted to refer to another thing then oiie 
is easily led to Infinite Regress and other logical fallacies. 

the word should be imported 

in the Sutra. The one -in the eye is not Agni- For the 
one in the eye is said to be the prompter 
of men and women in the Shruti. /But in it is 

statedThat the, one in the eye is not Jeeva iri the place 
of ‘Aghi, for the Jeeva cannot be the prompter of 
another Jeeya’. If one Jeeva is the prompter of another 
Jeeva then that one reqUheS: still ahother-thus . leading 
to Infinite Regress. To aybid this logical fallacy you 
cannot accept Agrii tabe ah -independent p^mptor;' 
For he is Jeeva- and is one of the prompted as other 
Jeevas are. ' \ 

Again if this^ were Agnividya, .then Agni should 
have been pur destination. But. Brahma : has been 
mentio.i?d as theUhing, to be realised. Hence it must 



be Brahinavidya. For a Vidya consecrated to one 
deity. cannot take us to another deity. But this is also 
called and yet that does not run counter to 

For means, one that is immanent (in 
. us), .aiid that is Brahma. In corroboration it is cited 
that Agn’is preached upakosala that there were two 
types of Vishnu-(one ^is objective or peryasive and 
aiiottier subjective or immanent) while commenting on 
chandpgya. js intprpreted having recourse to 

immanent meaning; and this also includes the instance 
of 3r?frcrfd=irr. 


Again that is in Conformity, not only, with Shruti 
and Linga' but also with Which must be 

interpreted with reference to the immanent nieaning as 
'i° This is the implied meaning, We shall 

have to 'adopt secondary meaning of because we 

must give priority to the exclusive shfuti so as to suit 
the Lingas Or ntarlcs of‘Immortality’ apd Fearlessness, 

It is said the immanent form is , called Atma and 
the. all pervasive form is Janardana. But in sljruti there 
is no question, like- ‘who is Atma’? The form of the 
question is.“VAhp is Brahman”?, so here it ought to. have 
been told, ‘Asmad Vidya aiid Brahma Vidya.’ The 
reply is Atma is Brahma, and both are synonyms. 
Kence Asmat Vidya is Brahma Vidya. 


In ^ means the form of bliss () .; , 

this is said to be Brahma or Para Bfahma. But ^ 
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is taken to mean ‘Blissfur as an adjective to qualify i 
Brahma and Brahman means Blissful perfection' then ^ 
Brahma and Atma cannot be one. 

. So lon^ it was proved thait one in the eye is Yishnu^ii 
on the strength of appropriate refasons. Now if| 
Otherwise it will invite-contradiction. dJence also the-l 
one in the eye is' yishnu and :notAgni. For' tt is;* 
supposed thahoil'e iii the eye is one who animates others: | 
But Agni Minself ^ tequilasto animate hini; ; Vishnus 
is the animator of both the sexes- qT^rPT: and is i; 

fit to be in the eye; Becau^ it is said sdjiilthe^:,:^ 

In Bliashya Aghi is ';C^led Jeeya;: ; Because; -he belongS| 
to the clajs^f Jeevasv and hence cannot animate bthers;.| 
The factdhrnxmcd^yareiqmms another ;tp 
leads to infinite' repress. ■ To ayoid this infinite regtesS ' 
Agni is represented as independent; (not : r^^ any - 

animation from other Sour^ces). But whepAgui helpngs; 
to the class of Jeevasi how can . he claim dndepmidence 
to the exclusipri of other Jeevas ? It may be argued that: 
infinite regress has no scppe because if Agni is not ’ 
independent: at least God is .. independent. ;; But the j 
purvapakshee does hot believe in the existenee of; God:' 
Hence infinitfe regress /stands as it iS; -if he’ Wpiild accept 
the existence of ^God, why should he reject; him ;as one 
residing in the eye whefl that is : warrehted 3>y strong 
reasons.*. '''/v'EpS-. ■' ' 

But the Puryapaksliee objects that ^^a^ scale of 
gradation phithe Basis pf superiority •infcriprity 
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is accepted Iby the Shidhanti in inahy Sutras; 

ih the same manner why not accept the scale based on 
poiitroller and the conttpHed so that Agni Will be 
epfttrQller over those who are lower' in scale ? The; 
reply to this objection is that there is no evidence |p; ' 
Jfvarrant the controller ship of Agni. But the Sbidhahti 
iaecepts the contrDller--ship of Agni over other souls, 
ptill the eontroller-ship is justified only , when Agni is 
accepted a.s,Being vcahtrolled by Pararaatma !and not. 
sindependenfly;' ButBie Putva iRaiksheeBpes not Believe ^ 
[in the existence of an alHcoritrolIer Pannatma. . ’ 

,, Therefore it is Concluded that yislinii alone is one 
ithat resides in Adity a' and ipthers ;and in the eye; Then 
|few is it that it is> ^at|^ that thia PuB^ is seen in the 

? Tor. thie purusha is declared, to be unmaiiifesT : 
& riature^^ (f I i Yeta^ in (Baiidpgya; 

||ljashya; Barainatina is seen with paranornial;exe.;s So ; 
|the One in the eye and ih Aditya is yishnu only. ; 
■■Ahandaniaya, /and hi^^^ paraiiormal Vision' secures ; 
|iddkshav,vr.. ' , ,■■■,; 

Some here have iound Fault with the interpreiatioit 
Ibf the Stitra ^and Bhashya. But that criticism is not 
•^brth noticing and henceit is left as out of consideration. 

WYAYAWIUKT7VVAT.I 

, A thought link of this Adhika|taijta/with the previous 
^jpprtion is estabtiidied by raisihg ah obj^ against 
p)^iat has/gone before, for pf: The ofte residing in the 
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eye-and fearless, is proved to be other' than Vishnu, 
the fearless mentioned before also will be Other than 
VishiuL In chandogya, in the 4th Adhyaya one in the 
eye is heard- “One Purusha who is seen in the eye, it is 
said, is Atma, That is deathless, fearless and that is 
Brahman”. This Atma is mentioned here as one in the , 
eye, A doubt is raised whether this is Agni or Vishnu. 

The Purva Paksha or Prima facie View is that he is 
Agni for the following reasons. 1) One Agni called 
^rt'Tcrr tells about himself that he is Purusha in the x. 
Aditya and that he is only that (Purusha). Thus Agni 
declares himself to be in Aditya, 2) Akshi and Aditya 
have a common deity as stated in the Sliurti-“Aditya 
became the eye”; 3) And in this context there are 
many Agni Shruties like- “Then many :fires or Agnis . 
came up”. You cannot object that the word slf 
referring to . Agni refers to Vishnu that is immanent in ; 
Agni on the' strength of the Shruti having similar 
nieaning- ‘They are •indentieal-one -who .js^-ebeh^in v; 
Aditya and one in the Purusha”. For simiiarity .of - ': 
njcantng is violated by the repetition- “I am he, , I am 
he only”. For on the, strength of Arthavada (exagge-- i 
rated praise) the view that Vishnli, taken in the extra ; 
ordinary meaning amounts to newness of irieanmg-also, ; 
is well refuted. ' 

There comes Sidhahta or judgement on this objec- ; 
tion. The irhmortality ascribed to ‘this’ in ‘this is j 
imiriortaf cannot be attributed to Agni who is said to J 
be mortal and other things in “Vidyut and.Vristhi and, j 
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Chandrama, Aditya and Agni die again and again”. 
Arid ‘‘Agni burns through fear”. The words Brahman 
and Atma oamiot be attributed to none other than to 
Vishnu, For there are attributes like which 

strongly suggest the quality of detachment 
in ‘‘If in it water or ghee is poured, it conies out 
through the passages” to the aforesaid eye. Moreover 
it is fully the context of Brahma ( .^ ^ ) • 

Agahi an exclusive mark of Brahma is found; for there 
is mentioned the goal of Brahma for all these lores at 
the end. . Now the context 

cannot be invalidated. The word referring to 

Agni can be converiientTy made to refer to the- imma¬ 
nent (Vishnu) according to the direction given in 
Padantya Prana Nyaya. (An Adhikarana in the previous 
pada coming at the end of it). The reasons that settle 
the purport like Abhyasa (Repetition) and Arthavada 
Exaggerated Eulogy) also may be made to refer to him 
alorte. Besides Agni beloiigs to the Category of Jeevas. 

■ Then he requires another Jeeva to animate him. And 
this leads to an inSni’teVegress. Hence it is fully and 
finally concluded that the one in the eye is the indepen¬ 
dent Vishnu. The fruit of the discussion can be 
mentioned as the followiiigr If.the one in the eye is 
Other than Vishnu, then the one in the sun (Aditya) 
also would be other than Vishnu-as the same is said to: 
be in the Aditya. Then of course Anandamaya also 
Would be other than Vishnu and the whole argument 
would be diSpridvedv This objection is easily set aside 
by whafdids been-proved in this Adhikarana. 
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TATTVA IWANJARI 

t 

Here in this Adhikarana it is again objected that 
it is not reasonable that Vishnu is Purnananda. For in 
the Shrtiti that Purnananda is One in the 

SunorAditya. And this one in the Aditya is said to 
be Agni who indeiitifies himself with the Purusha in 

the Aditya in “q- This 

Purusha in Aditya who is Agni, is said to reside in the 
eye in the Shruti “q t^Tlr^Ttr^rr^ trq’STTc^rr''. 

In the .Shruti again .“sTTfeiT: srfeoft 

The presiding deity of both Aditya and the eye is one 
and the same. Therefore the one in the Aditya and 
Purnananda is Agni, only, as a reasonable conGlusioih 
To. refute this objection start five Sutras beginning with 
3'T'T’^Uts meaning is fqiTdW should be annexed, 
to it. And just as in previous Adhikarana, and 

should be syntacticaliy doin^^^^ 

Sutra. Then (ddddnieans) 6ne in the' eyes of all 
living beings, and the controller ( ofinehand , 

women of beauty and. lustre; connoted byv and 
is the one independent Vishnut and not Agni.; For he 
is endowed with,ail marks as mentioned in ’ 

^ ^ Uhd 

dfd dddfd which designate marks like iminorta- 
Hty, fearlessness, whose knowledge leads to immunity 
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from, sins, who endows detachment to the eye that 
resorts to him, eontrplling of beauty, possession of 
V perfect joy and perfect knowledgetr all of which belong 
to this contextual portiop. And one endowed with 
4hese marks is Vishiiu'only. For they haYe been proved 
to b^ong to Vishnu only in Bhashya. 


In ift ^ the word has some special 

purpose to serve. The pronoun refers to one in Aditya, 
according to the direction in .Padantya Prananaya who 
identifies himself .with one immanent in himself as 
‘I am he’. He is Vishnu; he is one in the eye. This 
suggests that one in the eyes is the controller. 


Here instead of the word is used, to 

show that he if/iri the'e^ the form Sf r a.s 

meritioned in $0 if Agni 'is the contro¬ 

ller, being Jeeva,Aghi requires another Jeeva to direct 
him. Thus it leads to in^nite regress. ■ For Agni is 
„ subordinate to his controller as all Jeevas yare, 

” hence he Fcannpt clato^ controller. But if the 


ihdepettderit lord is thethere is hp ^objection. 

Hence the ivdrd tTHpy ^^^^^ which means independent, 

. Jn Ahnbhashya onefs. said to be Bhavalinga and 
another is said to ;be .Kriyal inga:.- . I'd 

ter - TT • 

Thus in this Adfaikafaria Kfiyalinga and Bhavalinga 
' are riientiohed as in:operation. ;The' stat^^^^^ in 

the eye.is apparently the; Bhavalinga used' after it 
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makes the point still more clear. ‘Control’ is some 
action and is shown by the word '^^cTT. This.is Kriya* 
linga. In which means^ STcrf^^Tc^I fq'tiTfr^ ' and 
so according-to Anubhasiiya enjoying is not the only 
action meant, but. the action of controlrihg also. 
Therefore an unqualified word like is used. 

TANTRA©;EEPBKA : 

- In this Adhikarana Bhavalinga like ‘residence^ in 
the eye’ and ICriyalinga like ‘enjoying’ are made to 
refer to Vishnu, should be taken for granted. “That 
one Pur.usha w'hich is in the eyeisAtma’’. Thus it is 
said.- This oj^e is called STT^nf because he stands in the 
cj'e and epjoys; and this one is that Brahma and not 
Agr.ii Because words like fearlessness (in and 

Brahma which possess marks of Brahma 

like fearlessness and ininiortality became; meaningfully 
suitable with reference ,to Brahma only. This is the 
meaning of the Sutra. In the sBhrhti 

‘ being in the eye is asserted; still in 

the word is used which means {^r^^rTlfd) 

or enjdying is the enjoyirig of happiness. For, that 
which Brahnia,accepts is (not happiness only) enjoying 
also. The word is derived; from the root TT/with 
the preposition sfcT: which is SfifT and is followed' by 
the termination Therefore it is in the masculine 

gender though is taken for granted. 
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Tl?eii. 4g^in =5 ^—means eye. 

; The word 3TT% refers tQ .the presiding deit^^^ Again the 
^ . refers to ?«t.T»TTf?5Tfer (by implication). 

So the Sutra means 'because the capability of the eye’ 

■ and that of Brahma is mentioned, is Brahnia 

I: only. For id theShruti 

capability of iminuhit;y of eye'is referreddo^Js^ 
Mso in ^the capability of the, contrdll- 
ing of beauty is referredrto-these two fit in with the one 
; in the when that one /is Brahma only. To. show 
V :that this is also corroborated by the context it is, said 
/ (The compound 

& is to be desolved as Karmadharaya Compound (fwjf^r>5 
t the word belongings to the class 

S of and others, becomes thO latter member of the 

1/cpmpOhnd); Or. it may be dissolved as the instrurnental 
.Tatpursha, or the locative TatpurUsha- (^^JT or 

for.-in die> beginning ;3hrutii^^^ 
is happiness.and Brahma is perfect; .therefore 
‘perfect happiness’ ,a Spcm 

^/inentioned as i ts fprmv;Hehce;, ^^ is Brahma only . The 
word ^ in the Sutradaipliei-'Te remain; imp- 

lying: perfect happiness, what of that here ?.” . Here it is 
, because . it remoyes . the/ application of 
C; .ieeya. ' This Shruti (^;might be 'Bfahma Vidya. 
4 But Akshj Vidyaumay\he dedicated To this 

‘ object! on as . h ‘ reply the,- ■ Sutra startst as 





26 


Tfr^rf^STT^IcT. Here ^cT has implied meatiing., «P means 
. both Brahma , and Vayu, at the same time. Because 
both a.:re rmentioned' ,in 311^7 ^ The Sutra is 

to be explained as 

.i-rliLW- ■ ■ 

? who have gone throuigh the lores (fqlTr); - 

•. the inetiiod of hearing thinking and meditating, the 
destiiiation of Brahma is reached being led by Vayti. 
(^T. As it ia stated thus is Brahma 

only. Besides by the study of one Vidya man caniipt 
aspire to reach anotl-er destination. If otherwise, it 
leads to contradiction. The same is further explained 
by the next Sutra- #crt;. Tlie 

< mentioned before, is not the other of ^gni. but he is 
•Brahma only. Because if Agnr, a Jee.va, is anan imator 
of another Jeeva, he also must have another animator; 
then that one must, have another and soon and so 
forth. Thus there is regress adinifinitiim. This course 
is after accepting Agni to be an animator. But really 
speaking Agni being a. Jeeva himself is anintated by 
others and hence he cannot animate others. 

PRAKASHA 

:Raghvendra takes , us . deep into , the; study;;. of 
Ghandrika-. and: indirectly; mto the stiidy: bf :The 4th 
AdhikaraLTia of II Pada and Bhashaya_ thereom Accord- 
, ing , to the Bhashya we feel that the present Adhikarana 
is related to Ahandamayadhikarana, Chandrika also 
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, shows the same relationship, with the previous portion,' 

- which is' to be found in the 'Sutra 
The relationship is objectioriary, that is rarsin^g ah 
objection dll what has been discussed, or there is no 
rule that any previous portion should be related and 
not the portion that immediately precedes it, Qr theniark, 
of residing in the Adhitya also should be sho,Wn to 
, refer to.Vishnu (by SamanYaya). ; : , 

Iy Now an objection is raised. The Purvapaksha; 

■ agrument is that if the pinsent iscAghij,' d^^^ the - 

' previous aTWT also is Agni, Now upqn this’ the 

; objection is raised, ' Now if this sfirh were •Agni why 
, should the previous be Agni ? For here the marks 
showing the import like Repetition, enlogistip exagger¬ 
ation, and the Agni shurti in multitude are here; to 
uphold the theory that STWtf is Agni, biit there these 
. special reasons are npt .to be found. r, , ; 

If in , f ?? is other than Vishnu in 

is hot anotlief, on the oth®f Hand on the strength of 

■ the marks ayailable, there ?? is Vishnu, and on; the 

? „ strength of this new decisionhere also in 

;d ,is Vishnu., 

The Puryapakashkponteiids . that this objection is > 
n For is ‘entertaining fear jfiom hp 

X quarters’. This , is eompatiable with an Independent 
Y being; and;is not, compatiable with one ’ Controlled' by. 

others! Therefore belongs to Agni here; and 

; bn the ground that , two beinga cannot be independent. 
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the one in the previous Adhaya , also is Agtii. And on 
the streii gth of th at the oth er one al so should be some ■: 
how made to adjust to it. For one exclusive mark is 
able to set aside the cla^iras of niany equivocal irnarks. ■ 

So this mle is applicable to Agni that is in the ■ 
cave. As for reference to Bi*ahma, it c^^^ how 4 

adju sted ' When the attribute of immortality is doubted ‘i 
in him even the attribute of indestrictibility ; can 
well be doubted to be there oiiiy. \ As we have Objected 5 
to the reference Of fearlessness . to: him, he- /' ;■ 

cannot'be doubted to be Vishnu. This is the contention 
of Pufyapakshi as elucidated by: Raghvendra. ThferC 
by it is justified that Bhashya e^c^rbssOs the ftuit of 
■ agrutnent.;" ' 

Now Chindrikakara bxplains. Jayateerthh’s T . 
Which in its explaniitibh'offers'the subject of discussion. 

In the 4th-'<2habtbr ’bf;C .. is narratedi, that. ^ 

Upakosala Kanialayana resided with ^tyakaitna Jabaia 
observing fpei’lhpt; ;;ContinenGe,.. Afid he accepted - the duty 
of: Vigilance, of . Agnl Tor tweleve years. Though he; 
allowed other students to return home (after- their ^ 
studies) he did not allow Upakosala to return.: But. the 
. wife of ; Jabala spoke ; to her husband “He Observed. 
coatinence; and watched th e fi res in. vigil en ce perfe^ctly ' 
well. !^oU did not teach himi lfires also .tiid; not teach 
hini. So 1 IOW you many teach hImV. But the sage went 
on his tour' without adiviring:him. Upakosala took to ' 
fasting agony. To him 

Acharya spoke- 'Oh ! • student kindly;^^ eatf • why dbhT 
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you eat ?” He.rcpiied- ‘‘Man entertains many desires; ’, 
as they are not fullfilled' be is put to mental worry, 

: : Hen^ I do ^ n^^ fires spoke among, 

tberiiselves- ‘'Tbis. man oif continenee has served us well, 
f^iiijg much tfbuble’ Let us teach hint (tb® highest 

- lores).”' They/hdyised him thus.>- ‘‘The god of stren 

;; Vayu is the lo>yer Brahma. The perfect and blissful 
yishnu'is (:^ ) the chief Brahma. The. perfect endowed 

- with ,knowIedge aiid power is Vishhu.the; para Brahma. 
ij/. Thus be;^nning wheriThe itutiation into Brahma lore. 
I’ was ended,\ the; Garhapatya the second .Agni, began the 

initiatiph-He is vPrithiyee (one that pervades) Agni: 
• (ohe that animates, 1 imbs). Ahha '(being insi de the limbs 


he. destroys all) and Aditya (always the first form). Thus . 
V he advised the four forces of Bjg^lima. That Agni .said^ 
^ ' ‘ ‘Thbt Piirusha who is seenTri^^^^ is 1 myself; he is 

’I myself” (one imniahent in myself and in Aditya is that 
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Purusha).^^ 

, , ‘‘One who knotys that the one in Grahapatya Agni 

is in Pritliivi . and; others, gets rid of sin.; Then he goes 
to Vaikiintha. He lives the All- 

knowing he lives, The seryants of this aspirant do not 
go to ruin.; He thus is protected by us 

here andvin the ne.xt worldtL': r : ■ - 

■ Thus; the Agms-Grahapatya Anyaharya Paehana 
and Ahayaneeya preached; that; thbir self was immanent; 
in Afiityaj' Ghandra^ y iliOse fires said to' 

Upakbisala ; .and “Dear 

.'UpakoSala we adi^sed the .lore of ^d the 
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lore of pervasion called Atraa Vidya, The method of 
maditation will be advised by your Achairya.” Thus 
Winding up again -stated- “The one Purusha that is seen 
in the eye is Atma. This is eternally free and fearless, 
that is Brahma. He is completely immune from eVery 
thing. Therefore if any one poiirs ghee in the eye^ or, 
water, it passes through th>e passage. As all beauty arid 
auspicious things residejin Vaifiana in the eye he is 
called by the v/ise Sainyadvama and thus worshipped one 
gets all beautiful arid auspicious things. ' As the Hari 
in the eye is one who actuates the. women of beauty, he 
is called Vamani. He . who thus meditates leads ^ many 
such women.. As the'Hari in the eye leads many men . 
of lustre, and as he shines in all. worlds he is callfed 
Bhainani. He who thus^meditates, shines also' in'all 
worlds. .* i- 

When such a meditator dies and pbseguies are 
performed he goes to the upper world called Arehi; then 
he go'es tovih® world presided over by the deity 
then to the world presided pvep by Shuklapa&shaT 
Then to one presided over by Uttarayana; Theri to one 
' presided over by / Sarnyatsara; then Aditya Loka 
then to Chandra ToRa;; then to ■ Vidyut; and then . to 
Vayu Loka. From there he goes to Vayu Loka”. , 

Thus Raghvendra supplies us the whole of the 
context that is requited for the clear understanding, of 
the sentences quoted. This Upanishadicquotation from 
Chandogya is a s0rt of narrative poerii giving us the 
history of mysticisiri from the old hoary days. 
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tjere the pne in. the eye is the topic for discussion. 

; . Instead of 31 %/the word' is used in order to 

. suggest that he is not different from Aditya. For 
is used in association with STlf^^rr ,(:q§T:?:Tf2rr^T;), Here 
/ • Cbakshii denoted by Akshi is considered a deity 
according to the view of the anciehts. And ; according 
to Teeka (Jayateertha) it is the itisehtienh ball." - r 
h', The three Agnis repeated- “Oh Upakosala this is 
I'-.- our Vidya and Atiha Vidya too”. Now the question 
S; - is-whether the difference institiited between ‘Our Vidya’ 
' and ‘Atma ^ sVidya’ is compatible, ffthis. difference is not 
. compatible, then ^ is Atma Vidya. 

I-; is our Vidya. And the Pronoun used with 
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reference to Piirusha in Aditya, refers to Agni. Then 
and other attributes used as qualifying the one 
hn the eye shall be 'tt^^Lted as secondary in meaning. 
Thus on the strength of Aghi Shruti^t one in the eye is 
Agn'i only. This is the result of discussipn on behalf 
of Pui-ykpak.sha. . ; ; 

' But when the difference;between our Vidya and Atma 
Vidya is found compatible, then the word following 
the methods of immanence ) refers to .Brahma 

without any fear of cbnlradietion, and the attributions 


. like are used iprirliarily. Then on the strength 

I .V of this fact the one in the eye can be easily proved to 
|:' . be Vishnu. 

I; Here an objection is raised; According to Teeka 

I and to the method that is going, to be explainedj ^ for 
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the reason of tl^e .word being used with reference 
to Agni ill the senteuce describing Aditya and for many 
more reasons like exclusive repetifioh, eulogikic: praise, 
and the difference between VidyaS, the Aditya sentence 
is proved to have Agiii for its import.; Accordingly 
even the Akshi sentehee has Agni fOr its ihipoit. This 
is Puryapaksha and the Akshi sentence does not provide 
the reason to establish that the One in the eye is : AgBi. 
Because that sentence has no ; such reason, .Therefore 
' the doubt assumes the forin of whether the one Aditya^ 
is Agni or yishnu. The next step in doubt is that ) 
r used by Agrii has; reference to Agni dr Vishnu. 

. This leads to. an oVher doubt. Suppose it- has reference 
to Vishnu.(That is I; . that alone 
is r) are such exclusive repetitions eulogistic exagger¬ 
ations, and difference betweeri.yidyas; found, compaBble 
or not, Suppose they are not found compatible. Then 
Agni alone is one in Aditya. Otherwise pnly Vishnu is. 
one i n Aditya. This is the result of discussion. Then 

one in Aditya is Anandamaya and if this ;is : Vishnuy 
automatically he is also one in the oC, 

'Therefore to bring Out the full reference to. the 
sentence of the eye, the Use of the word in the siitra 
which clearly refers to Atma also is ;:redundent, So the 
Wording of the sutra should be dhly and\.nd*^ 
as it is now in the siitra. • For it achieves bravity also 
thereby. And there would/haye been'no necessity of the 
Sutra 
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Slit tilis objection does not hold good. For on 
the strength of a powerful Sliruti and mark of Vishnu 
When it will be settled that the one in the Aditya is 
proved to be Vishnu, then only according , to the 
method of immanence the word 3T^ refers to Vishnu. 
Agni, Vishnu Shruti is to be Ibund in Akshi sentence; 
and only when Vishnu is proved to be in Akshi then 
only he is proved to be in Aditya sentence: and so 
Akshi sentence is chosen for quotation. It should not 
be objected that one in Aditya is Vishnu because it has 
the context of, Brahma as it states that he is found 
with bliss For that is contradicted by the use 

of ari with reference to Agni. It is the Purvapakshi 
who has sponsored this argument. 

Again it should not be objected that the final 
Shruti referred to. in the Sutra 

offers us a strong mark of Brahma, and relying on 
that the non-contradiction of the context is easily 
known. Hence ‘only because a peculiar sort of happi¬ 
ness is stated’ ‘and the aim declared is Brahma as is 
found in the. upanishad quoted’ are enough (others are 
not necessary). 

For powerful Vishnu Slimties or Vishnu Lingas do 
not follow. And by mere Prakarana Or Context, the use 
of the word Sff and its repetition cannot‘be quashed- 
So, the Sutras, as they are, are very well justified. 
Hence the enquiry whether the attributes are used seco¬ 
ndarily is very will justified. But even if the use of 
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is primary, Purvapaskee is not going to be 
harmed; for even primary in Agni is taken up 

for cirtical enquiry by him. Still whether they are 
primary or subordinate in use is held up as two horns 
of doubt to bring a real picture before the eye. That 
it is primary only is our personal conceit. 

is the reason offered by Sidhaiita. This 
reason sets at nanght, many Shruties that treat of Agni, 
many eulogistic exggerations, and impressive repetitions 
which actually feed the Purvapaksha. The one in the 
eye is said to be Agni because there are many Shruties 
dedicated to Agni. Teeka Presents Purva Paksha in 
this fashion. 

No doubt the one in the Aditya is identified with 
Agni because he states himself to be so. But there is 
no reason why otie in the eye should be Agni. To this 
objection the reply, as given in Bhasliya and Tattwa 
Pradeepa, is that the words and STifezr cannote 
deity and this will be compatible with the fact that the 
one in the eye is Agni. 

For Aditya is deity presiding over the orb of the 
sun; while Chakshu is-some sentient Being and as a 
caretaker enters into the eye ball. 

In aTTfejf: arfaiTaf! srfsiT'jft 

refers to the material ball; then in arfsiT'ift also 
why should it not refer to the material ball ? So it 
does not refer to the sentient deity. But here in 
sf^'TfSFT'TT, 31% is used as a synonym of and hence 



it is the deity Aditya, according to the rule .of presider 
and the presided in the first Pada of the 2nd Chapter. 

Now Raghvendra fully explains this Nyaya, at 
length. In the third Adhikai-ana we find the Sutra 

Vedic statements like 
or earth means the deity tjTT presiding 
,6ver mrid. Because these deities are said to possess 
special powers and to pervade actively over the whole 
of the thing they rule over .) are questioned if they 
have validity. For Mr id or Earth is said to be insentient; 
and its care-taker a,sentient, being is not to be traced. 
Hence these statements stand self contradicted; for an 
insentient thing cannot engage itself in speaking. So 
those statements are not true or valid. Its insentient 
nature adduced from an inference of incontrovertible 
validity and a vedic statement of infallible status in 
respect of validity cannot be in any way reconciled. 
But at this critical juncture a vedic statement “The 
deities presiding over prithvee and others are famous in 
their strength” came to their rescue and revealed to 
them “the deities, their form, and their power of their 
immanence”. And the word presided over by 
these deties has its cause of application as sub¬ 

ordinate to the presiding deity. This point is made 
clear in is always more subservient 

than So in the Sutra it is 

stated that words, senses of which inhering in other 
things only, like ‘miserable’, ‘bound down’ apply to the 
Lord because He has control over those qualities. 



So according to this rule it is full freedom that_ 
settles the question of the ip^ain cause of application. In 
the case of words like earth, the main sense 

will prefer the sentiept deties to insentient earth. And 
once the sense of deity is accepted then their act of 
speaking will naturally be found compatible. Of course 
then the statement will be accepted as valid instrument 
of knowledge. ■ 

Tlrerefore one in the eye is Agni, As for the attri¬ 
butes of arir^r-cT and they are to be explained 

as in the case of the word Indra used to refer tb Agni 
only because Agni shows power or which is the 
work of Indra. (The Garhapatya fire worshipped by 
Mantra dedicated to Indra only because Garhapatya 
has the power of getting oblations with that Mantra). 
Or Agni can be said to have no death and fear at the 
haiufs of deities inferior to him. Or still another 
reason is offered in the line of Bliashya. Or let Agni 
claim real as Atma of Brahma does, on the 

strength of eulogistic exaggerations along with many 
ShrutieSi For iknbwledge of Agrii removes sins and 
conduces to Moksha. 

Now begins Shidhanta invalidating all arguments 
as hollow and rising above Purvapaksha in glory or 
strength. In Purvapaksha STTcRT and others were used 
in their subsidiary meaning. While the attributes like 
andsF^qcT and words like Atma and Brahma; 
the cause of our bondage; perfect * happiness bringing 
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about immunity of the eye- all these Vj’hicli are put 
forth by Shruties, and contextual occasion; propound 
Vishnu exclusively; while all the reasons adduced by 
the Purvapakshi .can be adjusted to express some other 
meaiiing. Moreover the opppnents’ side is infested 
with setf contradictory statements. I'hus it comes to 
be ascertained that the one in the eye is Vishnu. 
Jayateiertlia has already established it in his Teeka. 
The same is critically examined and ascertained with 
evidences here and presented as Shiddlianta. 

Some more agruments in favour of Shidhanta are 
summerised by Raglivendra thus; on the strength _ of 
Shruti and on the strength 

of Smriti ^ WTr i 

the one in the eye is Vishnu only. For it is said that 
a special type of happiness is predicated of him. 

That special happiness is referred to in ^ 

‘That is-Uncommon happiness is perfect 
happiness’; This exclusively refers to Vishnu or Brahma; 
Because it is stated that srfT’T:,/, Again 

in the Sutra it is ' stated in 

Shruti 'Jf that those who take recourse 

to those lores get Brahma. This is rneauingful, only 
when one in the eye is Vishnu only. The study of a 
lore devoted to a deity cannot lead to another deity. 
Again in the Sutra no doubt 

Agni can be said to be the actuator of^ Jeeva; and 
thus lie can claim to be the one in the eye. Yet Agni 
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being a Jeeva needs another to actuate him.' This 
second Jeeva similarly needs the third and soon and 
so forth. Hence there is infinite Regress. Besides to 
be true, Agni himself being a Jeeva to be actuated by 
others cannot be an actuator. Therefore it is impossible 
that he can be one in the eye. 

As per wording in the Sutra we find a similarity 
between and in the use of 

Therefore it should be and not 

■s 

The word is a special - word with 
as a preposition prefixed to the root XB Now 
the root has the .suffix ^ and then though it has no 
MT yet its is dropped, then the final of the prep¬ 
osition is dropped and we get the form Its 

meaning is (‘dwelling in side he 

enjoys.’) 

This derivation is alright, but the meaning is not 
warranted by Shruti. This objection is not sound. For 
in the word Atma is used which as the same 

root meaning. Atma is derived from 
one who enjoys happiness. 

Then it is objected that in the sutra if the word 
stands ‘for the one in the eye, the Atma’ then the 
word Atma is used as a constituent part of the subject; 
then he cannot be made ‘the reason’ as occuring in the 
Shurti. But this is not so. For it is meant that merely 
the one in the eye forms the subject and thus Atma in 
the Shruti can be accepted as reason without any 



39 


difficulty. Bhashya also corroborates this fact by 
stating that the one in the eye is Vishnu; and after that 
it is added that hence the word Brahma is cogently used. 

Ill the Shruti Brahma is said to be mere happinsss 
and not uncommon. happiness 
and its relation is not mentioned. Therefore it is not 
proper to use the word ^be Sutra 

But the word in ^ 

does not mean Vishnu. It means ^ 

Then should have been used before as 

gig'TfiTUT?TTq;.'Aud that or speciality is 

(perfectness).. Panini also blesses this construction, 
by bis rule For is an adjective 

and there it is accepted as and hence it 

should be prefixed to 

To this the reply is can be dissolved as 

1). or 2) 

In the second becomes the second 

member by the rule spg'TT: ^JTSTRT^. Mere use of the 
word gifT without the attribute is found in 

others also (than Vishnu), To avoid this illegitimate 
extension is used. 

Now Raghvendra makes a critical review of the 
iiiterpretaions of this very Sutra by Shankara and 
Ramanuja. The illusionist explains this Adhikarana as 
first giving scope to the doubt that whether the one in 
the eye is some 5^*^ or the real Brhma. Formerly 
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iri on tiie strength of the Mark of drinking 

two sentient creatures are accepted. Then 
accordingly ‘entrance into the caves’ is some how 
adjusted, and explained, ini the same manner here also 
a purusha is ‘seen’ or perceived and 
perception is possible only v/hen it is ‘a shadow’ not 
when it is Brahman who is beyond perception Thus 
when it is aflfiirmed as a shadow- man on 

the shtrength of its pereception; according to this 
interpretation, ‘Immortality’ and ‘fearlessness’ are some 
how made to conform to it as mere eulogy. 

It is stated in Bhamati- ‘This is seen’ is used only 
whisn the thing is perceptible. But impetceptable Brahma 
cannot be thus stated. And its show or reflection can 
be stated to be perceptible. Formerly on the strength of 
commecement the other has been discribed, and here also 
he is brought to be stated without contradiction. 

When matters stand thus, it is settled that he is 
Brahma only. For and (immortality 

and fearlessness) can be justly predicated of Brahma 
only. That as it is being‘seen’ it is shadow-man or 
reflection only being first apprehended cannot be 
contended. For even before the word the word 

purusha is used connoting a sentiment being and that 
easily implies Paramatma to be meant here. 

In the vedic statement 

the two pronouns tT and have their expectancy 
fulfilled by reaching the meaning of purusha; and the 
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verb also reachmg the adjacent word ‘Purusha’ 
has expectancy fulfilled. Prirusha is formerly said> to be 
of perceived, though clearly it is the Object 
of verbal knowledge born ofSastra. And .this is confirmed 
by Shamatikara. 

Then Ramanuja argues- There is a doubt as to 
whether the‘Purusha in the, eye’ is the reflection or 
Jeeya or a special deity. Now by the use of the words 
it is known to be a well known object and by the 
use of the word and according to commencement 

( it must be Supposed to be eulogised, and so it 

may be any of the images and others. But Atmatva 
without any conditions Amritatve Abhayatva, Brhamatva 
'Samyadvamatva and others fit in with Paramatma only. 
Thus Paramatma/is one in the eye. These two ppinions 
are found to be similar and hence critically reviwed 
together. And they are charged with the fault of 
repetition, 

, But the fault of repetition can be easily refuted by 
showing that there, the one is said to be residing in 
Aditya (?T trm but here it is 

.said that the one resides in the eye or by showing that 
i itherethe is from the Udgeetha Upasana in 

;: ;the first Adhyaya. Here the Vakya is from Upakosala 
iVidya in the 4th Adhyaya or by showing’ that , 

; there Brahma is said to be but here 
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there is no mark of Brahma, and he is shown as faraoas 
and as perceptible. Thus repetition can be removed, 

Now the first is refuted. There one in Aditya as 
well as one in the eye is stated. Because having stated 
•first then he begins and states ^ 

He also has quoted it there. 
Then the second is contradicted. There the 
is not the topical sfentence,. But here the srfsFr^TW 
from is true. The third is refuted there 

and here in both the places is heard that the attributes 
of Brahman like 3TtT^^ and others do not fit in with 
any other. 

■\ So long'Repetition was shown to be a common 
defect of both systems. Now what Bhamtikara defends 
himself against this attack, is quoted.and exposed to be 
untrue. 

Bhamati states-There the prinia facie view is that 
the one in the eye is a particular Jeeva. But here it 
is Chaya or shadow then how is it that in his Bhasbya 
both Jeeva and Devata are mentioned ? Jeeva and 
Devata are both mentioned only as an instance of a 
possibility in the Bhasbya. The perticular Jeeva also 
like Brahma is not visible. Hence his visiblity is most 
unfair. But this is compatible with Chaya. This is in 
the form of a greater doubt. This is the statement of 
Bhamatikara. But this is not reasonable. For when 
we reject the claim of Jeeva on the ground that it is 
not visible, we find that the case of vimage also is 
equally weak, because Purushatva and Amratatva and 
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Others in the topical sentence are found in the former 
sentence and hence they are known and there is no 
accruing of Sin. Hence Samyad Vamatva and others, 
mentioned in the latter sentence are fc und still greater 
misfits. So the case of Chaya is still more objectiona¬ 
ble and fit to be rejected. 

If it is counter agrued that Amritatva and others 
aie made intelligible in Chaya as ingrediauts of eulogy, 
equally good it may be argued that even in the case of 
Jeeva also visibility and others though iion-existent 
can be predicated of it in the spirit of eulogising. For 
in both they are equally non-existent. Hence there 
cannot be any greater ddubt in this respect. 

But even in your interpretation the same logical 
defect of tautology arises; for in the Agni Shruti 
srf^'sast Agni happens to be the one 
living inside; when this is «Soyou agrue him to be 
Vishnu there only. Therefore to rake a doubt again 
here as to the indwelling nature of Agni is not proper; 
it becomes a meaningless tautology. To this objection 
the reply is that in our interpretation, Raghavendra 
says, there it is Only ‘one dwelling inside’ in general is 
I treated; while here a particular dweller inside the eye 
; is referred to, Tlrere a^in many are the referents like 
l lndra and others while here Agni is the only referent. 
I There every thing is based, on Shruti only; but here it 
I is based on other ca nons of interpretation likeAbhyasa 
f (repetition) and others. Thus there is catagorical diffe- 
I reiioe between the two references. 
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Even the conclusions of others are not reasonably 
adduced. For it is discussed and determined whether 
Karya Brahma or Akat 7 a Brahma is meant here. The 
syllogistic form- that “Karya Brahma is the one in the 
eye; for he is immortal fearless, and unlimited in 
happiness” is not fairly organised. For Karya Brahma 
or the four faced Brahma is one caught in the cycle (of 
birth and death). Tf on the other hand. the uneflected 
Brahman is the referent then it is heard in the Shruti 
(that they get Archiradi) and in the Sutra that they get 
Afchiiadi which would not have been mentioned. For 
in his view Archiradi is the path of those dedicated to 
effected Brahma. 

Thus the topic of Adhikarana.was critically reviewed 
and discarded; he now wishes to discard the meaning 
of the Sutra, as there is no intention of shovying the 
marks of the activity, (of enjoying) as in our view, the 
Sutra would have been only STT: as in 

This was exposed only as def^t in the 
pratijna or enunciation. Now the meaning of the second 
Sutra is stated and rejected. It is doubted that the eye 
is tbo small’ a place for the enormously large Rr ajhtmaa j 
And to dear this doubt the Siitra ■ is j 

expounded. This interpretation is not correet. For this ? 
doubt is already cleared by | 

A.gain it is contended thatin the third Sutra f 
means, * or connected with | 

happiness. So in the sentence ^ only Brahma | 
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qualified with happiness, is being treated and heiice it is 
argued that iii the sentence referring to the eye also it is 
Brahma that is meant. 

But all this contention is baseless. For the 
superiority due to the happiness is the meaning of 
in the Sutra. And in his system Brahma is 
mere and pure happiness and not connected with or 
related to happiness. But he contends that though pure 
Brahma is alien to connection with happiness the 
conditioned or qualified Brahman is not alien to connec¬ 
tion with happiness. This contention also does net hold 
water; for even is not connected with limitless 

happiness as mentioned in the remaining part of the 
sentence. 

The fourth Suti'a is interpreted as ‘one having 
knowledge of Brahma, and having heard the secret, has 
been mentioned in another Shurti as eligible for going 
along the Arehiradi Marga. That has been referred 
here in the fourth Sutra. This interpretation also is not 
correct. For in your system Arehiradi has been set 
apart for the upasakas or worshippers. This critical 
method will guide you through the iht'erpfetation of 
other Sutras. Other interpretations- not dissimilar to- 
these stand rebutted by these very arguments. 

Raghvendra comes to our rescue explains, how this 
happens. First this explains why\|lie system of Ramanuja 
is hot reviewed in Nyaya Sudha.' For in his system also 
Repetition is shown. Prinia Facie View also cannot be 
substantiated- as a distinct reason from tlie first, is not to 
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be found. In the same manner in the first Sutra only 
is enough and cannot serve any special 

purpose. Again it is contended that in the Sutra 

means f^«Tfd’ maintenance and 

-S 

3TTf^ includes f^TiTiTH' control and others. These have 
been referred to in and they conform 

here to the reference of Parainatma. 

All this contention is not reasonable. For according 
to our interpratation this refers to the reason contained 
in the sentence itself, there need not be any reference to 
another Shurti.Beside the word is popularly under¬ 
stood to mean- ‘place’ or and for no special 

reason this popular meaning shall have to be rejected. 
If is accepted there is the benefit of brevity by 

one Syllable and hence the word f^^rfcT should have 
been used in the place of 

Others contend that the third Sutra purports to 
enjoin'the place of meditation in. • ^ of 

Brahma who possesses or as stated in 

Not only that but also to predicate Brahma 

with the qualities of This contention also 

is not just. For you shall have to change it to ^an 
abstract noun ; while ^ simply means 

pure happiness, and does not mean possession of happi¬ 
ness. According to your presupposition this possession 
of happiness is absent in Brahma. So possession, as in 
^ means only superiority due to unlimite- 
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dness. But it seems there is some difference in sense 
of the two words ^ and ^ as attributed to Brahman 
as they mean joy and knowledge. But no such difference 
in sense is to be found as they are stated to be identical 
in ^ and this statement does not imply any 

unlimited ness. The word itself connotes unlimited¬ 
ness in or happiness. 

Now in the fourth Sutra 

the other offers the interpretation to the following 
effect- “One who has studied Veda and Upanishads, 
and has realised the real nature of Parama Purusha 
has the path of Archiradi conceived as the final end. 
This is preached to Upakosala who has heard about 
in that the Marga is as good 

as the attainment of Parama Purhsba which implies 
cessation of future births. But this interpreation is not 
acceptable. For this is not in conformity with Shruti. 
The word ^ does not serve any purpose. And the word 

is wrongly interpreted. 

Again it is doubted; how do you know that ^ 

^ means that Brahma is unlimited in bliss or 
Ananda. . For Just as in only 

popular happiness,the sky should be considered Brahma. 
Now Ramanuja in his Bhashya states as in reply that 
for this very reason the • fourth Sutra is which 

justifies the reference to Brahma in the previous 
sentence. Why is that interpratation of, Ramanuja 
neither elucidated nor refuted. But we protest that 
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is contended to be the fifth Sutra. And 
this Sutra is not genuine but inter poteted as the Sutra 
:5f^RrTf«f2^srTcr is interpolated in ibecause 

the fifth; as here runs counter to enunciation or 
Pratijna. As to how it should connote Brahma should 
be decided according to the directions of Bhashyakara. 
Here also in Jeeva is denied to 

be the resident in the eye. This proves the difference 
between Brahma and jeeva, which is very, unfavourable 
to Advaita system. This difference will be proved to be 
reasonably not unreal. 

A further doubt is raised that the Sutras before 
comprise one Adhikarana; and 
forms another Adltikarana. The former Adhijcarana has 
as its topic for discussion the latter has 
3T1TK5 xf JErwrf^Tcr; as the topic for its 
discussion. In the former the doubt is Whether the one 
in the eye is one of images or the Jeeva, or Shiva. 
Prima facie view is Jeeva and others. But the final view 
s that it is Shiva. 

But this interpretation is not correct. For what, is 
stated in aTcfTTfEf^fW is repeated here. There also 
the one in the eye is referred to. Only because the 
topical sentences for discussion ,are different, it is not 
proper to suppose the Adhikaranas to be different. 
There, also are the marks like 

and others, and there is the fruit of the realisation of 
Brahma as stated in the and sinlessness 
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as stated in and there is also the context of 

the nieafas of attainraent of Brahma. Hence there is no 
possibility for a greater doubt to be raised. 

In Shivarkamanideepika it is stated in defence of a 
greater doubt being raised, that as the one who has the 
support of the eye, cannot be Shiva who is established 
in his own prowess in the primary sense, and as there is 
;vno objection to suppose that the one in the eye is some 
especial form in the formal sense and as there is no 
tjpbjectibn to suppose the existence of some property in a 
Iplace v,'here it does not exist as in ^frf is 

gat the end of and Brahma Sbruti and at the 

|end of the statement qualities like and 

in the same context with that and others might 

iiir' , *■ 

Ibe limited to themselves and STtTgffq: is found with the 

vV. . ^ 

ilteleased souls and it is not irrelevent to state a property 
l^hieh is going to develop in future, so the qualities 
gv^hicii refer to Brahma may be made to apply .o 
Something else, the one in the eye in the primary sense 
fpan be Jeeva and Jeeva only is ihc one in the eye. So 
^his. aniounts to greater doubt. 

This doubt is simply to be discarded. For it is not 
ipfoper to take to some other nieaning only on the 
|stfengtji of one mark; in preference to manifold Shrutis 

Lingas. It is already stated that those established 
||n their own prov/ess also are residents of an inward 
plate in the cavity of the h.eart. In it is 

l^ated that STRtTT or gffq- is always in the heart. While 



assuming forms alone he is said to have contact with | 
the eye and he is not there for ever. And the one in the :| 
eye is there not everlastingly but temporarily for | 
sometime; and hence his resideace in the eye is ohly^l 
formal. | 

But he contends that in JTCrcr the wording shows J 
that the resident in the eye is popularly kndwn; yet Shiva ,| 
is not popularly known to reside in the eye. Hence he | 
is Jeeva. Even this contention is not correct. For even J 
Jeeva is not known to reside in the eye. The one in the S 
eye is only known, in the topical sentence of 
sfcfTrfgTTyT. 

As for the idea that Braman is only the one in the ■ 
Aditya because the sins are said.to go up, and not the 
one in the eye, is the greater doubt, it is very hopeless. 
For in the Shruti it is stated that both one 

in Aditya and the one in the eye have the same quality. 
And the one in the eye also rises up from the Sin. This 
is the line of guidance to sieve this problem. 

Besides the Shruti ^r- TT: 

and so on and the Shruti ?T 

‘■o . ■ ^ . v;* 

(Which both support the view that the. one in the 
eye is Hari .the Supreme) run counter to the idea of 
Shiva being the one in the eye. And the Prakarana orj 
the context also is fully the one referring to Hari. 

ffT;) and hence it also 
denies the supremacy of Shiva. The word in the 
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Sutra is found 6ut of place and the position of reason 
(^T’TW:) in the Siitra is not proper. Besides Shiva is 
a misfit for immortality as he is stated to be 

thortal and dependent in the Shruti 
j And Rudra is said to be the worshipper of the one in 
^Jthe eye in the Shruti Reviewing 

ilon this fine you may find unreasonable interpretations 
pn Other Sutras al^. 

W- '■ '' 

|. As for the objection that it consti- 

|;tutes a separate Adhikarana, that also cannot stand. For 
|;%e canpot construe otherwise as this can be related to 
i|he former portion by stating a contradiction which 
pefutes the opposite view. Besides there is the sure mark 
|of Brahma in which contradicts the 

p^ntext of . Again there is no scope for 

poubit regarding the size of the thumb, as it is required 
1^ conform to, thp dimensions of the heart, as it would 
|;|e stated in future, jfhn^.iit is thrashed threadbare. 

|v Hei-e it is stated that a found about course is said 
ifo be adopted in order to show the full reference of 
ll^ishnu to tlie mat-k of resident in jAditya. But first let 

I MS know what the straightforward refel'fence is, and what 
the rounjd about reference is, and hoAV the full reference 
loj Vishnu is not • proved - by the * straight forward 
Ipj^rence. j > ; ' ■ ^ 

i Now the round about reference is expounded. In 

it is explained. It is 



not proper to say that Moksha is realised through 
knowledge of Vishnu. For in it is 

stated that by its knowledge one gets immunity from 
sins, which indirectly assures Mukli. In our system the 

one in the eye is agreed to reside even in the Adilya 
Mandala. 

Now how its reference ) to Vishnu is to 

be sought is explained. In Auanda Mayadhiksrana in 
the Shruti Anandamaya is said to be one 

in the Aditya. Then by implication he is also one tii( 
the eye. But both these statements are imwarrente.1. For- 
Agni is the deity in the eye. The one in the eye is 

identical with the one iii 
Aditya. This is the round about way. This method oi 
reference is baaed on the supposition that both and 
SfTfTrtT are deities. But formerly the one in the Aditya 
is Vishnu, one in the deity is Aditya. For it was stated 
in Bhashya that fW: 

'D . O C O ^ 

iTciT; Formerly it was stated in the Sutra 
in the Shruti Anandamaya is situated inlowej; 

forms of Jeeva called Purushas and in higher form ol 
Jeeva called Aditya. Tlien automatically it is implies 
tlmt he is also situated in the which then means < 

deity. Thus a connecting link can be established. Bui 
ill the opinion of Teekakara 3?% is a materiaT bal]| 
Then another becomes the resident in the eye. Then thl 
fc rr.ier one also in the Aditya is Agni only. Then h6\; 
is tl’.e objection raised ? ; 



Tlie objection Is c;j:istriiclei thus; Agni is the one 
residing in the eye and is the impelier of inen and 
v/omen. 'Hien accordingly he will be in the former case 
also the resident in Aditya, Thus when every thing is 
explained by Agni only where is the necessity of Iswara 
as the resident in the eye '? 

Thus the objection is constructed. Here 
is used in plural number to show that many Agni 
Shruties make reference to it. Even in Bhashya also 
the famous Garhapatya Agni is said to reside, in the 
eye and not the three in the eye, Tims a strong 
objection is formed. 

This strong objection is refuted by a stronger 
reasoning. The one in the eye is accepted as the 
impeller of the: eye. Agni cannot be the impeller. 
Agni being a Jeeva is himself one impelled by the 
others. One impelled cannot be himself an impeller. 
Vishnu is all impeller as stated in Shrutil tttr 
tTq^TTtrf^T: He is the leader or impeller of men and 
women that are, the embodiment of energy and Beauty. 
Vishnu alone is the one,in the eye, visible only to the 
spiritual ey'e. Therefore he is Anandainaya and through-, 
his knov^'Iedge we get Moksha. 



Thus ends 



feHASHYA 

“He who sitting on Gariida {'Tf«r^), who is 
•different from the sentient being presiding over 'Tf«T^T 
iand whom that sentient Bening did not knov/ fully; 
to whom is body, and who staying there inside 

enjoys (without depending bn extrinsic objects) and 
being very ' dear controls over Garuda, this your 
immanent Atma is the controller, is eternal”. These 
and Shruties declare an immanent coritrOiler. (Brih 
5-7-3). Therein (4--15^1) it is stated that “This is 
Amrita”. Thus the quality ? of Amritattva is put 
forward. That immanent thing is both'Sentient and 
insentient Prakriti or the living beings there on. 
Because froin.the mantrawe know that it has 
assumed the form qf.all. It is not Vishnu; for Vishnu 
is not supposed to have for his body. FOr this 

reason it is stated. \ 

SUTRA : • 

The immanent or .indweller ; (-stated in 
Shruti) is' Vishnu and not Prakriti and 
others; because in the Chapters on 
Adhidaiva, Adhyatnia, and Adhibhuta the 
qualities of Brahma (like unknowability) 
are referred to. 



In Shruties like q‘;'Tr«,T3irT 3?^: 

Brihad 5-7-3 and others in Chapters on‘3Tfkt^’(having 
reference to gods) the qualities of Brahma are referred 
to. Hence Vishnu alone is referred to as the indweller. 

He is described as ‘unknown fully; and indweller 
and enjoyer in Rg. (7-99-2) 

(people, being born, are born do not know your great 
prowess), ' Because the Shruti ”?r5?fts^S^cftsn^TSiTcft” 
prolcaims him unknowable ;and indwelling, (ds 
explained before). 

SUTRA : 

Prakrit! and the soul or Jeeva as .stated 
in Smriti are not the indwellers 

and enjoyers. (Sr^frrfift) Because their quali¬ 
ties like‘Having three gunas’‘Enbodiedness’ 
are not mentioned there. 

SUTRA: 

Because both Madhyandinas and Kanvas 
. declare, the Jeeva to be different from the 
indweller. Therefore the embodied 

is not the Indv.'eller. 

!■ - 

BHAVADEEPA : 

Raghvendra does the splendid work of exposition 
here; so that the Tika on the Sutra and Bhashya can 
be read, and understood in the right spirit. Jayateertha 



has explained Bhashya so far, as offering thought link 
of this chapter with the previous one. So this SiUra 
ill: this Adhikaraha is not -a disconnected, dangling 
thought, but shows that it is vitally connected with 
previous Adhikarana. Forraer'y Amritatva is said to 
belong to one in the eye in the Shruti 
But in Kanva and Madhyandina Shruties in which the 
Shruti it: runs similar is said to belong to 

one who is sffTrrffrrd’ of that which is mentioned there. 

(aricJTT 3r^^:) 

Here Raghvendra says- “The part 
is quoted in order to afford the Purvapaksha in 
some argument to uphold his side; tf q: 

crfs-Tcirt stcTT; is quoted to supply sidhanti reason to 
argue his case; The part il; 3t<TT: is quoted to 

suggest that difference is a criterion of study. 

Now the one referred to in 
or Jeeva. The meaning of is the indweller and 
the fdT is either or ijfT«r. Because for the 

reason that either is said to be the universal 

in form. 

Though, when 'Tf^T'd^ is said to be its body thb 
Antaryainee naturally becomes the Prakriti; yet he is 
said to be and ’EffTF. So the Antaryainee, cannot be 
Prakriti but it can be only Jeeva. This objection is 
almost refuted in the 3Ti¥rt:,Tfa'«PT’tr. In Bhashya no doubt 
the indwellei* is said to be Prakriti or Jeeva. Yet the 
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I word 3T;q‘?if is used and it is difficult to say which of 
I the two is meant. But according to Purvapaksha it 
I; ascertains that the indweller is other than Vishnu. 


I Thus the Bhashya which went to expound the 

I thought-link is now utilised to explain the argument 
I and purpose to Purvapaksha. That is how Raghvendra 
I’ helps iis to follow Tika on the Bhashya. 

t; Now lie begins to explain the reason given in 

I' Bhashya. The immanent is Prakriti; because Prithivee 
• and others are its body and Prikriti is which 

means is the meterial cause of Prithivi and 

fi others. This material cause and .effect are identical. 

On the other hand tlie statement' that directions and 
t 3rT^r are his body does not properly agree with 
; Brahman also. But this runs counter to the part of 
Shruti which means that the immanent 

ris staying in the Prithivi and this attribute of staying 
: does not agree with Prakriti. This objection is very 
'hollow. For the statement that the cause pervades the 
the effect is also expressed as the 

r cause staying in the effect; 

3frr?:ef) Besides does not negativate 

identity between them. For identity is assumed there 
as in the materia] cause is there in the effect, 

(the threads are in the'cIoth)The immanent is controlling 
the Prithivi is not primary in sense 

but it is only used fornially. 
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l i • 'Itiirieed''jiot be objectet^ ■ that no-me^ition of reason 
■ is n?ado it) th® view that,the indweller .is Jeeva, . For 
the reason:, can- easily be construed by implieatioji. 
It is sp,easy, to say that.,Prithivee and others are the 
gross bodies for Jeevas in: the form of tKe. presiding 
beings of-Ptithivee and others. ' ^ ^ ^ 

But just-as by the-marks, of Pral^riti and, others 
Jeeva is accepted: then jby the marks of immortality 
why not Vishnu to be taken as^ the indweller ? we do 
admit the mark of Vishnu; yet Prithivee and others 
cannot constitute the body of Vishnu in any way. 
Because Vishnu is’ agreed to have, some sort of consci¬ 
ousness (quite diflferent from material substances like 
Prithivee) as his body. In the Sutra 

it is stated that lie has a '- body of that type. 
Besides the mode of secondary- derivation is hot -to 
- strong as the mode of the primary Connotation. It is 
agreed in Nyaya Vivarana tliat Prithivee and others 
are the exclusive, marks of Jeeva and thaf’is made clear 
thus. . • . : 

Thus the Piirva Pakshee comes to the conclusion 
that Vishnu is not the indweller; but he is’Prakrit! 
and others. So Amritattva as applied to Vishhu can 
not prove the one in the eye to be Vishnu. 

Now according to Sidhanta the Sutra is explained. 

Antaryami is Vishnu 
aloneand .no one else. in^B means Antaryami. 
(attributes of the indweller.) The attributes mentioned 
are not known by Prithivee and others ‘and’ who is the 
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Aiitafa‘0f Pittfiavee arid others’- is fiot klT&Wn.' Ha ii 
Antdra because he can; enjoy!(happiness) without depend 
ing iipon,nny external things. ^ ■ 

»■ rivis .attribute'is derived front 
«icrftq’Tr!T% Und not frbitt qfsr^ For 'there 

STdT 'ineaits or different.* ' Even‘%i BtMshya 

thrbugh the reference'to fff^T^r'aTfft!: only 

is meant ;pr' in ' 'ff^fe^TT 3^ means' 

i'ri some 'places the reading itself 'is 3f 

^ %«r^':) Kanvh Bbashya; TRC hiea'ning 

of as(different). is applied ■ when a 

different meaning is sought. Now the meahirig iof the 
Sutra is- The.attribute, irnknowabiRty (stf^f^ffcT) of 
/Vishnu ha§-been mentioned in the context oF 

is explainedstatifig what .* it excludeB. IF 5t 
is to be .unknowable'fully by; Gods, Fhen it is sVishnU 
..only; because ife'is his mark'. ‘ ^ If it is 'olJjnied to exist in 
the insentient then‘ 'itvis- an. unwarranted; denial ;rfor 
/Unknowability' isj-'attributed c>:to the indwelling and 
presiding dei|y. whorls aogentieiff being. This!, sort'pf 
.reconciliation {dpes not run counter to’ ,feconciljation 
^SQUghfi;Fop(there also' the eyeball, 
the orb of the sun, .the disGi of the hiooh .and. the’ flash 
.^of Lightinjng all ■■insentient and yet. ■ the-reference is 
sought to the.indwelling deities. . : . , 

There is reason why srffffUfffU' is the attribute of 
i-VishnUi- -For aBd' dther Shruties Vindicate the 

;%aFh O’f it. (Similar 

'■r. 
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expressions like and confirm the truth of 

this statement. "Both Paramatman and ChitPrakriti. 
cannot be pointed out, are unmanifest and in-concei- 
vable’% as stated in Gita Tatparya XII Chapter. 

( mentioned here is “enjoying independent of 

external objects”). Or Vishnu may be sought as an 
immanent being in the deities of Prithive and others. 
In both these ways almost these attributes do not- 
belong to any one other .than Vishnu, This is almost ' 
fully treated in 5 

■ ■ ' 

The word , suggests the reason to be utilised s 
by the Purvapakshi. The word (^cT 3T^) in the| 
Sutra refers to ^^ncT. Now the compound 

is dissolved and explained. (dtT: 3TftTq;)| 
That which is different from ( the TTRTd'd ) 

This BRTvT is Brahmal lT5tT?rw^rTrd means the attri-l 
butes of Brahma are mentioned. But if this is the| 
meaning then there is repetition of what has gone| 
before. So in Bhashya negative prrticie is accepted in| 
the sense of Negativating that which is brought in” and? 
then it is construed with 3Tf<T55T‘lTd which ultimately| 
means 3^^: ‘not being mentioned. “So the wholej 
jutra means- “The Qualities the three gunas (SattvaJ 
Rajas, and Tamas) of Pradhan or Primordial matter arq 
not mentioned, Hence Pradhana that is stated in the^ 
smriti of Kapila is not the indweller. in the Sutra: 
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should be construed at the end and then a different 
construction is adopted and the meaning is that in 
addition to the former reason, other reasons like, 
STTrffcq, are included by the copulative 

conjunection. But it need not be doubted that they are 
repeated here; for different marks from those mentioned 
in the first Sutra are taken here. 

3TPt should be construed v/ith Jeeva v/as 

said to be the indweller’ But that was contradicted on 
the ground that Jeeva comes into world ?f?fTfTccT) which 
attribute does not belong to the Antaryami. Even then 
it is contradicted here on a special ground. Therefore 
the Sutra ( ^T^T5^)is mentioned and explained without 
fear of repetition. It is stated in Tattva Pradeepa that 
the special ground is to refute the doubt that the Jeeva 
in yogic state is the indweller. The joining particle 
joins .this with another argument. • The indweller is not 
even Chit Prakriti. For in the Shruti. 
the indweller is. stated to be different from Chit Prakrit, 
Hence she is not the indweller. 

In the Sutra the wo,rd % (because) and the whole 
thing means- For this reason the embodied soul or 
is not the indweller. Formerly was explained as 

supplying the mark of indwelling. But here it is stated 
as sTTcfflff ; hence there is no repetition. Now 

aiicBT should be in the Ablative, so that we get the 
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meaniiig‘‘diitefent’’duectl:^. “On the. strength of the 
context ( 31 ?^: the' ablative i& the case ending 

and hence it is shown by the word „ In .the 

Bhashya this '^hole'sentence is,quoted, to show'that both 
the Shakhas convey the saine meaiiihg. Or it. in ay ‘.be 
to show‘that the vi?6rd' Oatries the same meaning as 
or still to suggest that Bheda or differerice is 
intended here"'by'the. relatibnkhipi 'of ; support and , 
supported, object’and subject or body and embodied as 
in‘3Tr^f^^ ' 

''' ■ i ' ■ i 'v. ■ V ■' V"’ i t 

Formerly also. the^. difTerence, between • and 

f%tr: Was proved by the . statement .'rferstTr;;' : 

For it ;was.the chapter of gods and Pirithiva and. Others 
;were'eorisidfered sentient beings. . Arid- thus bothf.were, 
sentient entities as accepted by .both. Therefore ij Js 
. quoted iiiBhashya as 3TT?^f^f^ST. ’ ‘ ■ 

Now STTrirr arid refer to the four faced 

' Brahma. Thus it is said in Brihadbhashya in which the 
' Iiidweller or SRPrfrft is stated to be .different from 

-•V r • = . ■ . ■ i ; . i V . . + 

Brdhma, the ruler of all souls. What of _ these .souls 
then ? This is an argument ‘a fortiori’(h.QW much more). 
For greater details feflrTo ch'aridrika. 

'. Now Vishnu as Aritaryami is said to have the' body 
of Prithiyee. How can Prithivee be the body of Vishnu ? 
To remove this doubt "it is qudted‘ in Bliashya^ 

‘constantly (iri 
-rivery .Kal^a) this Wbrici Or one like it Is'being destroyed 
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by this Vishnu. But how .tjife. qupta.tiqq remote 
Uhe-doubt that,is raised. For either iij the sense of ‘of 
, the. same essence’./ or in the sensq. of‘having it as its 
, body, Prithiyee cannot be the of .Vishnti; * Hence 
"■‘Having Prifhi^ee for his body’ is hot an exclusive 
afgiiment or attribute of Vishnu: ' But still if not by 
‘■bonventibn at least-by the mode of derivation Prithivee 
Shariiatva can be easily construed with Vishnu. No 
doubt as interpretatory instrument convention is more 
powerful .than derivatton, yet the derivation in alliance 
With the exelhsive marks like unk-nowability, the 
quotation can conform to Vishnu in meaning- 

in this part even is said to be the of 

Indwellef. For ' eveii Jeeva sustains 'loss of 
destruction through its body. So also can be called 
- the body.of the indweller. But another 

justification for being the body is given (in , the case of 
Jeeva) by stating that the deities like Pritfiivi are the 
bodies'bfVishnu’ohly because they are as. subordinate 
to him as his body. So this sense of body is secondary 
and not prirhary and is accepted here to justifiy the 
use of as the body of Brahma. There the 
derivation of from the root ^ is of no use. Really 
speaking •when carhparatively weighed, of the two, the 
convention bf the blind and the derivative sense as 
; warranted by Sinfiti, it is the latter that kicks the 
i balance. This topic will be' fully argued out ‘ in the 
I Sutra. Again the'deriVatibh giyqri in Smfities'is 
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the basis for the convention confirmed in Puranas. 
There in Bhash'ya it is stated that yoga denotes or 
declares. For* reasons like” many exclusive mark, 
2) Absence of reasons in favour of opposition and 3) 
Reasons contrary to the issues ‘of opposition, the 
indweller is Vishnu only; and 'hence he is Amrita and 
Akshistha. These comprise the reasons given in the 
three Sutras. 

TATTVAMAWJARS : 

The one in the eye, the controller, was called 
Vishnu. Now was made the reason in 

e. .. ^ c 

This an attribute of was attributed to 

one immanent in Prithivi and others in Brihadharan- 
yaka V Chapter. That one again is said to have 
Prithivi for his body. Thus then he is 

^r«r having lordship over Prithivi. Or that it Prakriti 
which is the material cause of Prithivi. To this objection 
the reply is the group of three Sutras beginning with 
the Sutra Its meaning 

is (as given in 3RTiTT<iT) 

thus it must be construed. “The indweller of tl^e 
eye with the'attribute of is the the 

immanent in all beings; and their controller. He is 
neither the souls or Jeevas the over lords of Prithivi 
and others; nor is he the Prakriti the material cause of 
Prithivi and others. Because the marks are found 
meaningful with Vishnu only-the marks like under¬ 
standable to the Presiding deities over Prithivi and 
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Others, enjoying things independent of others and 
possessing ^ is to be constrned to join this 

with what has-been said before.. 

Why should not the indweller, the controller be 
only on account of the mark of possessing body ? 
Even to this objection the reply is bt 

tft 3nfiT^3{^TT the Antaryanii is different from 
sftsr which is the sense of and STI^HT. He is 

' endowed with the attribute of being immanent in ad 
Jeevas, wdiich only means that he is .different frojn 
Jeevas. Hence the immanent is not Jeeva, Besides, the 
immanet and the Jeeva bear the relationship of suppoi t 
and the supported and hence he cannot be the Antaryami. 
One different from Jeeva cannot be Jeeva. 

V ■ ' 

Vishnu is well known to be one without body. How- 
can he have bodies in the form of all Jeevas who are 
considered to be the over lords of Prithivi and others ? 
i A reply to this objection also is to be found in the word 
rfhtT^rr. Because Vishnu is the undisphted controller or 
(ruler of all, therefore he can very well be Jhe possessor 
«hf bodies in the form of Jeevas who are the presiding 
jLords of Prithivi and others. Now'the body is iibder 
jthe control of Jeeva. In the same manner all the Jeevas 
fare subordinate to Vishnu. Hence' they are . catted his 
[body in a secondary sense. They are called so in the 
Ismriti quoted in Brihadbhasliya. 



66 


r^Tc^T^r^T^iTT^') ‘ It‘is directed' in Bhashya that all 
is desti’yed by Vishnu through the destruction of the 
bodies, as is fit in each case. So all are bodies of Vishnu 
by the derivative mode of interpretation. This is made 
clear by the use of a'joining ^^article. 

TANTRA DEEPIKA: 

In this Antrayamyadhikarana, the mark in the form 
of action of controlling and in-dwelling, is, made to 
refer to Brahman according to the rules of reference. 
The words and others imply the respective 

chapters, is here to be applied. The shruti tt’TT. 

gives us 3t?rijjTflr to be Brahma only. It is 
neither Prakriti nor the overlording Jeeva. Why? because 
in the chapter of afrftjt? and 31%^^ that is 

mentioned in association with the attributes of Brahman 
like‘ununderstandable by Prithive’ and ‘immanent in- 
Prithivi’, Though is made available from previous 
context it is explicitly mentioned again; because Sutra 
is to follow the Shruti that is referred to by it, for 
decision. if; The 

Sutra would safely have ended with yet 

is mentioned to suggest that Prithivi and others 
are sentient beings. Otherwise, ‘ununderstandable by 
the insentient’ would have been meaningful; even with 
reference to Prakriti. ’ *; 

It is objected that by the mark of ‘embodiment* 
why not accept Prakriti and Jeeva as Antaryami. As a 
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reply to this’obfjectibn' the followin Sutra- i^‘.stated;- 

The word ^ mean^'^ 'aud the 
. word '■should be imported from' Other Sutras. 

means one that''is expoutided iii the smriti of 
‘ Sankhya VI*. the-Pradhana 61: primddial matter or 
' ' Prikriti.' So the Siitra means that the Aht§fyaini is 
that.only ■ and hot Prakriti hOr the Jee'(faS.‘; ^liy for ?) 
■'beeaiiSe. the attributes Mike''‘the foirrhatTon tvith the 
- three qualities’ or ‘coming a^ain abdiiaghih into worldly 
if'. circle’ iwbich are the attributes 6 f :^Prakrili-. and Jeeva 
are not mentioned herel;. But' there and it 
can xthiveniently be made to rn’eait *FroinThis;'it sulFers 
constantly destruction^. tvThe-word. is used purpo- 
: sely,-to suggest that the Prakriti is expounded/in 
‘ Smriti as the materiaTcause of aUv and hence all is not 
■' different from it. 'This word also suggestsreason-jfor 
objection of the Purvapakshi,. :ViZi Prithivi. jand others 
constitute . its b^dy-M the sensO‘; tbak-iit forms its 
essential nature (in |he view of the Purvapakshi). . And 
. (hat^^is jprthe se^se that is^he, immanent Jeeva 
<who is the master ofsthe respective,. bodies.,. But in 
. it is stated-that is whaj is. expounded 

Jv in smritiVby kapha and not ShruAi. , 5 ; - 

Here this iiegatioti is calledV oftlietype 

; of where' the/ hagative particle ; is 

; construed with j a verb. Therefore for its syntactical 
v meaning it' depends on' a'-verb; Hence f the-f negative 
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particle cannot be compounded as it suffers from 
inability to compound; yet in constructions like 

we find ?r5f being compounded with ^4^ 
though it should he construed with a verb as in a 
Then only is meaningful. Now this 
use has been sanctioned by the grammarian himself in 
3T^dr^=^ TOUT (sTTdt; Where 

the nagative particle though to be construed with the 
' Verb is compounded with This is 

This means the verb undergoes but not when there 
is karaka which is different from the karka of agency. 
This is just to set aside or and hence the nega¬ 

tive is compounded. Becausedoes not 
depend upon the verb. 

If the Purvapakshi accepts ^ W then there is notbing 
favourable to him. Gn the other hand tlVere is some; 
(sTTSf^) thing that is against it. 55=41 j 

Now is understood here. The Madhyan- 
dinas quote arid the Kanvas quote fsr^TT’TT I 

to show that the is different from the ? 
present Antaryamin. So the Sutra means “therefore the: 

is not Antrayami.” Because in the Shrutis quoted; 
above both the words STfcPT and-.f4^T5^‘ mean4V°r. The i 
copulative conjunction joins another Shruti ;■ 

which also shows difference from Antaryamin.; 
Hence also is denied the right of beingaf^uirrf ? 

Tattvapradeepa contends that is used to import 
Iroiw elsewhere as it is stated in the Teeka. I 
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PRAKASHA : 

% 

The one in the eye is said to be immortal (sTfTT). 
This immortality is ascribed to some immanent being 
in Kanva and Madhyandina Shruti. Thus in Bhashya 
and Teeka only the connecting link of t\vo shruties is 
given;and the connecting link of this new Adhikarana with 
the previous one is not given. Therefore the statement 
in Teeka that the connecting link of shruties and others 
is shown, is not correct. This objection is cleared by 
stating that the connecting link is in the form of an 
objective to the previous Adhikarana, As it is not 
different from shruti Sangati it is not differently stated. 

Here the very point of immortality is objected. 
This suggested that as immortility itself is objected, 
even the doubt that Vishnu is immanent is not 
entertained. The Purva Paksha is going to uphold the 
view that immanence belongs to some one else. In 

that immanent man is Vishnu 
as immanence is the inveriable mark of Vishnu. Even 
this is objected. Because the immortility is questioned 
here as shown in the Bhashya. 

No doubt the straight-forward way would have 
been to prove that one in the eye is some other than 
Vishnu; for in the one in the eye is proved 

to be other than Vishnu according to the reasoning folio- 
ewed by Puravapaksha. And if the one that is immanent 
is Ulso the one other than Vishnu then the one that is 
immortal in is also the one other than 
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Vishnu. So it-naituraHy follows that ’lii'l'.one.-iii the 
eye being endowed with immortality is also the other 
' than'Vishnu and this arguement is round about; yet the 
; first one' belongs to’the Pratijna in thd Sutra' and the 
•' second belongs tos the reason bt Hetu.' Therefore the 
r formec should be mentioned. But to establish univeisality 
r there should .%e no- doubt regarding'the one in the eye, 

■ to be Vishnu; eveirthrough'-STiTdc^ the latter ' is' taken 

•' recourse to. ' ’ ■' ' ' ’' ' ' ' 

\ i:’-y r'J ■ , I . ’ ' ’ ' ' ' ■ 

Tlje objectiouj raised, ii> Sudh^ -that.,inwardness 
which means bpth,* jesjlding., inside^ and. enjoying, . is 
_explai,t(g.d long,^ ,,before, ,in theo Saryatr^dhikarana. 
Prithye^ and others.are instanced here as illustrations 

■ of placesi; for residence and that ^is objected. ^'Thus 
' Kalpataru provides this linfe But this i.sj'refutied dn the 

sthana Sutra itself. Thus criticising the ^'explanation of 
' the lipk how the' objection regarding the subiect matter 
(fTrq') is explained. 

, ,. ItiWas agrued that Antaryami was .'Brahma} because 
’ it was said} to'be Amrita, But this was objected ■ and 
Purvapaksha was established. There-the link'was said 
to. be .consequential,., in. the Bhashya. - 

' r •> . / . i. ,• < 

This cancels the link sug,gested by some that this is 
to justify the statement the Shruti iw'ssq proved 
Pa ‘ to stand ih' the eye. Thus the explanation 

" of link thebry was stifficiently discussed'. Now the 
‘ statements 6f subject matter and the form of doubt are 
'’'expostulated; 
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Now b"dgihs the' discussion whether 'Ahtaiyam'i ' is' r' 
Prakriti and other or Vishiiti.; In the third Adhyhya of ; •' 
Brahadaranyaka in the'Mantra ’ 

srtfd': the deities that reside' in water, fife; the '* niiddle ' 
hollow, the wine, the'Sun, Sphce/' tlie inOon, the stars, 
the sky, darkness and light, arid the efeihentrf’as stated 
in and the Self in Prana, A^ak, Ghak^us, •‘•'i' 

shrotram, mind, touch knowledge and semeiT^ the ori^, 
immanent is the subject matter. . 'Xhougl^in Teeka^ithe 
subject matter is said to be to show that . 

" ■ .. r , V -i • ■ -’i ^ 

the topic of subject matter is, the purp Antaryami in all , 
Chapters like Adhidaiva and others, according to th^e 
Bhashya of the Sutras it is gnly Antaryami; ’And 
others’ in elude Jeevas that 16rd over the respeiitive 
things. The resultant purpose and iis cause ate" men¬ 
tioned. If Jada Prakriti is ch6sen to be the 'Xntaryatni. 
‘unknowable to insentient’ is applicable''‘also to the 
Prakriti. Other wise it is not applicable. 

J > - 

When according to the method that is to be applied 
in future ‘un-understandableness’ is made to refer to 
insentient thing, then this ‘un-uriderstandkbleness is 
easily applicable to Prakriti’ and there is no contradic¬ 
tion when is adopted as the mode. Now this sort 
of body cannot be ascribed to Vishnu. So Prakriti 
alone is the required Antaryami. This is the purpose 
realised in Purvapaksha. It is the accepted theory of 
Purvapakshiri that the Jeeya is not different from 
Antaryami ‘Now when ‘Un-understandable to Prithivi’ 



is made to refer to a sentient being, then ‘fully under^ 
standable to’ cannot be made to refer to Prakriti and 
the mode of Rudhi is abandoned for fear of contradic¬ 
tion. Then the mode of Yoga is adopted and ‘one 
from whom destunction comes’ js 

equally applicable to Vishnu. Hence 5trftTcT can suita¬ 
bly belong to Visbiiu also. This is the purpose realised 
ill Shidhanta. 

No doubt after the discussion that was 

Vishnu it was necessary, to discuss whether 
and others were primary or subordinate and to discuss 
whether it was affected with contradiction or not, and 
to discuss whether embodiedness of Vishnu was 
reasonable or not; and to discuss whether was 

used by convention or by derivation. Thus following 
the construction of Sutra the discussioiicS should be 
instituted. In the first Sutra, the favourable mark is 
introduced and in the second and others, ihe mark of 
the opponents is shown to cannote some oth.er nieaning. 
Still the word SRTT in Sidiianta is said to be derivative 
in meaning, to remove its unreasonableness and lo 
prove the beauty of the use of words like This 

discussion warranted by it is adopted. Therefore in the 
criticism of the Purvapaksha, first it is shown that the 
application of to Vishnu is shown to be unsuitable. 
While in the Sidhanta Criticism it is said that-“No 
doubt convention is stronger than derivation yet by 
virtue of exclusive mark of unknowabldness, the 
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derivation mode is reasonably accepted." This is the 
spirit of this quotation. 

‘'Now the Antaryami is Prakriti" while elucidating 
this statement in Teeka it is said in Nayayaviva,rna, 
“The embodiedness with the body of Prithivi and 
' others is exclusive". Thus with exclusive mark of 
embodiedness in order to introduce two Purvapakshas 
the Sutra introduces the Purvapaksha of 

Prakriti.^ In the case of Brahma even cannot 

' be applied to it in Primary sense. 

But it is objected that derivative sense of is 

■; Primary when applied to Brahman. As for space and 
? others, they cannot form the body of Prakriti. But 
Prithivi and others can easily form the body of both 
Brahma and Prakriti. But this is not reasonable. For 
the mode of convention as proved in 
; : is stronger than the inode of derivation. 

has two meanings; one is 'essential nature’ 

5 } one Purvapaksha is based on this 

f meaning as stated in the Teeka.' Now the other meaning 
is ‘its body’ (. Based on this meaning another 
?: Purvapaksha is raised as expounded in the Sutra 
Prithiyi and others which are living beings 
f are the immanent. To these immanent beings Prithivi 
I and others are the physical bodies. 

V Now is used in plural (qfstsqra’f^TfTfq^lt 

). But following Bhashya and Sutra () 



ia Teeka singular is used still the plural is used here.,. 
Because even siriguiar means the whole ckss 

. Otherwise according to Bhamatikara even in 
Teeka, one ordinary Jeeva is mentioned- This woruld 
have been the idea of the ignorant. This view of a 
single individual is affected v/ith the defect that follows. 
Therefore you find in Teeka, in the further parts - ’They 
are the indwellers on account of the mark of Prakriti 
and others'” and “Therefore Vi5;hnu is not the indweller, 
but they are Prakriti and others". And therefore Vishnit 
is not the iadweiler but they are Prithivi and others. 
Thus plural is used here. Otherwise in the place of 
‘They’ and in the place of ‘'Prakriti and others’, ‘he’ and 
‘other’ would have been used. 

Here the contradiction stated by others is doubted 
and cleared. It is stated in Bhamati- I'li the Shruti 
'■'ir; it is stated t.hat “One that 

is the indweiler controls all worlds. So the all-controller 
ship is not conpatible wiih individual Jeevas who are 
the over-lords and hence a Purvapaksha W 

this type cannot be framed. This Purvapaksha is based 
on the theory that the indewlier is Jeeva in general and 
not A'ohimani Jeeva. 

This Bhamatikara’s theory is not correct. Because 
the control lership cannot possibly belong to every 
Jeeva in general. Not every individual can have capacity 
to control all the worlds, but all Jeevas\in a group or 
collectively can do so. w. 
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Here the singular refers to the group. But this sort of 
reference to the group is possible in the theory of special 
Jeevas who are the over lords For these 

special Jeevas are the overlords of their respective 
Lokas. When formed into a group they can be the 
controllers of all worldsi. On the pther hand it is not 
reasonable in the theory of the Jeevas in general. For 
the body of Jeevas is -constituted by a collection of a 
set of senses like eye and others and elements like the 
earth. When the case stands thus it is unreasonable to 
.say that the body of Jeeva is made up of only Pritliivi. 
But in the case of indwelling over lords as they are the 
controllers of their respective Lokas their gross body is 
: made up of their respective element. 

: / Besides even if there is the mark of Vishnu, He is 
..not the indweller. Therefore oiily the; overlord Jeevas 
are the indweliers and not vishnu. For in no way is it 
L possible to justify his bodiedness with Prithivi and 
; ; others either in the form of his essence or gross body. 
1 Vishnu can have the body of consciousness or his essence 
|C consists of consciousness. This is known by the use of 
I the word which means type.' . That suggests that 
psome other type of body is to be . found with Vishnu 
Sviz., the bbdy bi" coiisciousness or his essence (the other 
I'liieaning of hiay he consciousness. Even defi^^d 

I'meaning of Sharira does not suit Vishnu. Fox deriva- 
iition is Weaker than convention. 

t It need not be objected that if convention'is 
irabandoned there is no opposition. For 
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'that If tinictiovvable to Prathivi’, Pj*athiVi is insentient.; 
and hence. unkfiowableneSvS refers to the indwellers of 
Prithivi. TTie reason is adduced for Prithivi being 
or insentient. ^ Tlie Madbyandina reading, 

is accepted and not Kanva reading which runs as 
# ferr*t ^ For fcIWTd is not so well known to connote 
Jeeva. So the sense that ‘not known to sentient' wouid:j 
not have been so cleariy understood. 

But the inwardness as in eras indwelling; 

in the sentient as in or control by aj 

sentient being will be self contradiction if isaccep-^; 
ted. To this objection the reply is that the showti; 

in tf: '?fai'5trT; at^TT: can be either or difference or; 
can be indwellingness and both these are copapatiblt^ 
with him who as a body in the form of ’Tf«r'»tfT% and; 
who is the st^ffrrorthe immanent in it. Formel| 
it was argued that the mark has applicabiIity(6T^T^c^| 
some v/here else also, taking for granted that the word 
Atma stands for a common sentient being and thd 
relative pronoun ^T: refers to the group of the Jeeva| 
who are the deities presiding over 'Tf«N1r and otherf| 
Now we accept ajIctlT to be all sentient beings; refers 
to sentient being who inwardly controls (^?RFrf^T*lTfi 
) Atma, Formerly again Atma was used td 
mean common Jeeva, And the relative pronoun q": if 
that sentence meant the group of Jeevaswho were 
specially appointed to control Prithivi and others; 



I And hence we stated that the mark showed scope of 
^ application else where. Now we say that refers 

to Jeeva in general and refers to all special sentient 
beings who are appointed to control Atma. Formerly 
the words like Prithivi and others were taken in the 
sense of Jeevas controlling them. Here also as they are 
similarly stated they ought to be taken in the same 
sense. The other attributes like (unknown to 

Atma) should be interprited as unknown to Jeevas 
who are the controlling beings over Atma. ‘That is 
unknown to Jeevas’ fits in with the context. 

Thus Antaryamin being different from Vishnu, and 
Amritattya also should be naturally attributed to him. 
So, far reason already given, Akshistha is not Vishnu. 

• But in the Chapters on and sretiTctr 

the attributes like ‘unknown to Prithivi and others’ and 
Immanence in them, being exclusive in application, on 
their stringth, the attribute having Prithivi and others 
for his body can be made some how to refer to Vishnu; 
So Antaryami is also Vishnu. This is the exposition as 
given in Teeka. As for unkhowableness, its exclusive 
application is found indisputable. 

This is the argument of Shidhanta. ‘unknown to 
Prithivi’ would have been an unwarrented negation, 
had Prithivi and others been insentient. If sentient it 
won Id. have been “fully unknowable”. This statement 
is made clear by Raghvendra. It was argued by 
Purvapakshi that Prithivi and others being insentient 
‘unknown to Prithivi’ is meaningful when applied to 
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PrakritL This lands us in absurdity in three ways. 

If Take this Shruti. Now Prithivi being 

insentient knowledge in general is denied. Hence the 
statement should have been ‘Prithivi did not know’ 
only and not with the object in the form of rf. 

Thus when knowledge in general is denied to 
Vishnu, then in respect of ^ sik^TT also, similar conside¬ 
ration shall have to be shown; But in the case of 
sentient being like Atma you cannot deny completely 
the privilage of knowledge. And to deny knowledge to 
an insentient thing like Prithivi would be unwarrented 
negation or denial. (This is known by implication). 
For in the case of an insentient thing there is no 
occasion for the assertion of knowledge. 

But denial is seen even when there is no occasion for 
assertion. la there is 

arfttpqqq in the form of formation of an alter 
with bricks, neither in the mid space (sfdfeT) nor in 
the heaven (f^T) there is no occasion for the 

assertion of a vedica in both those j^laces. But there is 
no .such similarity between the two. Here there is the 
doubt of invalidity on account of unwarrented denial 
but this doubt is cleared by stating that fqsTRT) 

is to be eulogised by blaming other things. By good 
critics it is stated that m real cases of denial when 
there is no occasion of assertion, it invariably fends to 
a repetition or restatement. But this is not of that 
type. For there is no other predication. Hence Prithivi 
and others refer to their respective immanent chetanas 
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only. This,‘only’ or implies that according to the 
rule available in Ahhamani Naya the words primarily 
cannote their indwelling chetanas. When the primary 
meaning is readily available we should not go in for 
the secondary nor for the subordinate. This elucidates 
the terse statement of Tika that the words Piithivi and 


others referring to the presiding deities, have no refere¬ 
nce to insentient beings. The negation like ‘Atma does 


not know’ (separately is. fair because it 
refer.s to the indweller of Atma. 


Many Shruties are Quoted in Bhashya which prove 
the unknovvablces of Hari only, by the sentients. .And 
Antaraiwa also belongs to Hari who is Antara as he 
enjoys witliout depending’upon things from out side. 
Me is also called Antara as he is most dear to us as 
told in Smriiii This ‘dearest of all’ does not 

agree with any other but Brahman. For it is said in 
Shruti Regarding him it i.s stated in another 

Shruti ?T; T 

that‘Pfithivi is his body who walks inside the 
Prithivi and Pritliivi did not know him”, now ‘knowing 
only life’ can be had with any one and thus cannot be 
denied of any one. Hence “unknowableness in all 
respects” is meant and that exclusively belongs to Hart 
according to the Shruti- “not one born already or to be 
bora in future knows you, oh Hari!”. “He who controls 
being inside the Prithivi” has which belongs 

exclusively to Plari.. In the smriti already referred to 


4 
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f^?rr ?jf?r: 3Tf?rfsrJTc^r*5^ 

) the first line has the purport of eternal 

self satisfaction and second line purports to state 
‘‘most dear’ ’. 

Ultimately it is concluded thattT^^r^!d't:TciTT 

(T^ ^TRTtprr: As this is wellknown it is not 
quoted in Bhashya and other places. Or it. is quoted 
here to suggest that it must be supposed to be read 
before the Sutra, that the chapters concerned,with gods 
() tiiat have occured in different Shrtities are 
also included in the general statement of “in thenontexts 
of gods”. 

Or still the compound should be dissolved as 
Samaharadwanda and it is th^ 

cumulation of and and the Sutra means 

“on account of and when means 

( ^T^T^T) statement of similar meanihg. This must be 
considered as a different meaning of Sutra ‘-On account 
of Vishnu’s qualities being-mentioned and statements Of 
similar meaning being made”. 

“Having bodies of and others” is an attri¬ 
bute which helps the oppenet- and attacks the side of 
Shidhauta. But when we take recourse to their etymo¬ 
logical sense, the statement of their being the body 
becomes justified. Thus this bodiedness and the same 
applicability'’Tound else where, are combined. Then the 
question arises where ‘Prithivi and others being the 
body’ is the derived meaning or subordinate 
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meaniiig.' For conventioridir ^Rudhi has'iid corfipeteflce 
; ,as already objected; As in the instance of 
Indra may mean *tr^<Tc?T by^derivative interpretation as 
Garhapatyav also has a claim to ;limited, .qiiaiitity. of 
• wealth; or - by subordinate interpretation it means 
Grahapatya as it -is a means of sacrifice or Yajna. 
So also by derivative interpretatidn Pritbivi and others 
‘' fo rm the body or of Vi sh nu & rneants one 

’'that perishes^ Paraniatma 

. resides' enjoying- v But is'an objection 

.even tp^ their derivation.. For Prithiyi inclndes also 
sentient beings (along with insentient elements) hence 
i; even this derivative sense .of Shariratya . does not 
rcbhfbrni to the idea of being a body of Vishnif In the 
same manner is not n consistent 

, e.ypression. But this objection 'is made ; null and void 
, by; the statement, that even :the sentient suffer 

.change through dhe body though essentially itlis eternal, 
i Qr by siibordinate : interpretation Pfitbivi. and: others 
■ycam .very, well: the body of, .Vishnu; . becajuse the 

deities Prithivi and others are chetanas subordinate to 
j Vishiiu and hence are like his body as they are subor¬ 
dinate to Vishnu, just as the bodies are subordinate to 
'the'soul and' hence are the bodies bf .yishnu; so also 
the dieties are subordinate to Vishnu and they are his 
" bodies. This indirectly ■ justifies the stateittent in 
iPurana that the world is the body of Brahina. 
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NOW ABOUT THE ORDER OF THE SUTRAS 

The first Sutra adduces arguments favourable to 
Sidhant the view of the auother Because in the 

the reasons, unknowability and Iiidw* 
ellership, are stated, which prove that the immenant «is 
Vishnu. The second Sutra^'^tTri^tTstates the absence of a 
favourable reason to prove the view that either Prakriti 
or Jeeva is the Antaryami. Because in this Sutra neither 
the group of three gunas nor the state of material cause 
(^TT^T^t) which are the attributes of Prakriti is 
mentioned. And in Kapila Smriti, the Pradhana 
mentioned in the form ofPrithiviis stated to be non- 
Antaryami. Its qualities of woiidliness and others are 
not mentioned; hence sftcT also is not the Antaryami. 
Now in the third Sutra Jeeva is mentioned and that is 
to be construed here also. In the third Sutra the view 
of Jeeva being Antaryami is objected to seriously; 
Still this Paksha is proved iinreasonable as Samsharitv^ 
which.does riot belong to Vishnu is not mentioiied 
there. Yet by a positive reason he wants to prove i\ 
and that is done here. This is the elucidation given bj 
Teekakara. ( 

Now the question of the solution of the compund^ 
It follows the dissolution of compourid 
isin(mfRrT) * 13 ^ ^ J 

In the Sutra we read thaj 

Madhyandinas read 31^: while Kanvas reae 

Thus is read, to be different from thf 
indweller. Hence the embodied Jeeva is nof th^ 
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Weller. For the indwellership, cannot belong to' 

; Jceva as he is different from the Indweller. No doubt 
■in the same manner also being stated to be 

different from the indweller, cannot claim to be the 
' indweller. So this Sutra also refutes the view that the 
' indweller is chit Prakriti according to Tattva Pradeepa. 

But Teekakar contends that only having in View 
* another Bhashya contradicting this Bhashya, dr ^ some 
other context where Bheda of Jeeva (difference) from 
: the indweller is suspected to be absent, or having in 
view the futility of two meanings, for the same 
statement, he presents the opposite statement : and / 
j refutes it. 

Suppose you accept the view that Prithivi and 
; others refer to a chetana which controls them; in 
: it is some thing other than this 

controlling chetana. Then in the 

^ indweller is some one other than the controlling 
Chetana then your view that the. controlling Chetana 
j alone is the indweller shall have to be surrendered, 
c You shall have to accept some insentient thing as' the 
; indweller. 

i, When Prithivi and others, in the form of sentient 
f beings controlling the insentient Prithvi, are accepted 
p as iudwellers, then first you shall have to explain that 
■ those very Prithvi and others are different from the 
p indwellers. What is explicitly to be explained must be 
( done so. Statement that Chaturmukha is the indweller 
> is not a direct statement of the It is only by 
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that the four faced Brahma is the control! iflg " 
Cbetaiia (STr^^lf^) of all' Jeevas., And Antary ami is 
driferent from this''dhaturrhukha. Much more so the 
Adtaryaipi is different frorn' Jeevas controlled by 
cliaturmtilthia. ' ' ‘ 

But Purya Paksht contends that only the controlling 
chetanas of the respectiy e tilings are. the , respective . 
indwellers;; If so? in: sf also>' the. vsame rule . 

shall have to be applied; and the controllingyofSce^^^ ofj 
the Jeevas will become the indweller of the deevas; But 
this is absurd. For in sinrities: according tothe rule of 
3|fsrJirrai only the oontrolling oflScer is? called 
Atilia. ' Bht fee Indv/eller is stated to be different from 

0 TIMERS COMTERP 

Which is the indWeller-: is it the primordial ntafter 
(ffsjfff') of the'oontrolling'^of ;. Pritbivi and 
others of is; be a yogi leeva, v/ho has attained certain 
powers fe''is he the siipreffle sbui ? . These 

al ternatives are stated in Bhashya, ^ But in ,Bli aniati ii 
is contended feat Pradhahabeiriig insentient caancFt claim 
to be a hearei or a knovve^; nor can he blaira to be 
call^ Atina. The.controfeng gods of PrithHri and others 
Gontrfe only their respective domaim, while the 
iTsdwellerJs said to be the codtrolrer of alV domains, and 
bsfegs/ And the soul or Jeeva with occidt powers 
cannot claim any controlling power over world-affairs 




afS stated in (Except world affairs) So all 

the^e mentiohed before are hot eligible to be subjects of • 
doubt. The only two alternatives are either Jeeva or 
Varaipetmai ihas thateligibilUy t^ dqubt or 

diseussipn, : Of the?e two Jecya Qhly seems to be the 
ind,wsl:ler meant here. For the. Indweller is. said to be 
embodied and Jeeva has body and . a. set of senses; and . 
exere.ises.cphtorlv over these; in.the first instance., And he, 
is the seer as he has a set of, senses. And through his 
destiny he exercises control over the. vxhole world. Jeeva. 
is used in Singular to connote the .vvhole class. You 
should, not argue- that . Jeeva . requires, another one to. 
control hini. . For that: leads to infinite regress. 
Therefore; it is said the body is eternal by hi s own actions. 
Then it controls other body. B p di I ess Taksha cannot, 
aspire to be the indweller of Atma. 

.When things stand thus, all that undergoes ihodh' 
fication is the result'of the power of ighorance of that' 
Brahman and jlist ks the product of the Karina of 
Chaitra, produces the body of Chaitra so also Brahman 
has his body and the set of senses and controls the 
gods of Prithivi and others. that are the dauses . of'the 
respective: Prithivi: and: .- others. : Thus■ ;Brahraa-i. is the ■ 
indweller among the gods. For .the; attributes of :Atn3a 
hood and immortality are mentioned.. This will not 
lead to infinte regress. For ihrTTfU^ftd^Sr the contro¬ 
ller Brahman and the controlled Jeevas are not recog¬ 
nised to be different. For the accepted theory is that 
those Shruties which mention difference between .Uie 
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kiiower and the known depend upon the' dilTerence 
between Paramatma and Jeeva which is supposed to 
exist on account of Nescience, 

Again what is that bodilessness on which depends 
the absence of controllership. (I) Is it merely to have 
no body other than the controlled one ? or (2) Is it to 
have no connection with the body. The first alternative 
does not stand to reason. For a Jeeva has no other body 
than the controlled one. Still he is found to control 
his body. Hence the concomitance is violated. The 
second also is not reasonable. For if it isv argued that 
Jeeva is connected with the body earned by his Karmas, 
then even, in the case of Para brahma, his unrelatedness 
W'ith the body is not yet a Proven fact. For it is the 
ignorance of Brahman (as object) that has earned the 
world. But this is not fairly argued out. For if the 
one that is the product of one’s ignorance, is one’s 
body, then the silver and human body in the illusion 
of shell appearing as silver or the trunk of a tree mis¬ 
understood to be human body shall have to be the body 
of a shell, or the trunk of a tree. Then again it leads 
to another absurdity. 

Brahman shall have to subject himself to our 
sulfering from Samsar as our Samsar is the effect of 
his misapprehension- Besides before the world is 
brought into existance Brahman is bodiless yet he 
happened to be the creator. Then in the same manner 
why the soul should not be the controller even without 
a body ? 



Besides Parabralimati cannot be the controller. 

.For he undergoes no modification. Therefore all 
efforts to prove him to be embodied are futile. It is 
only the qualified . Brahman that can become the 
controller. Now this qualified one cannot be the object 
of a Vidya or ignorance as he is the effect of, Avidya. 
So Avidya cannot belong to him. And the world cannot 
be earned by his ignorance and lieiice cannot be his 
body. • So it is said-“Pure unqualified chit alone can 
be support and object (of ignorance). Ignorance has 
its existence before the qualified, hence the qualified, 
coining after ignorance cannot be its support or object. 

Again it was argued that if Jeeva the controller of 
the bpdy is to be controlled by some one different from 
him, then his controller God also requires a different 
controlfer to control him; thus there is infinite regress. 
So we must accept the identity of the controller 
Brahma and controlled Jeeva. But this argument is 
fallacious. For identity is not compatible with contro- 
Ilership. If some imaginary difference is enough for 
establishing controllership then just as god becomes 
the controller of Jeeva who is the controller of his 
body on the Virtue of this emperical difference, 
so also God will have another controller from him- 
and this leads to an infinite number of emperically 
real controllers. If full independence in the case of 
God wards off controllership oyer him from others then 
infinite regress is warded off .by his independence and 
not by identity. 
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Tlie' Adwa'itiii contends that be doesNnoti?accept 
• 'indefttfty Of JeeVa; and Brahma for wardinging bff 

■ ■ Anavayflia Wdniinite Regress. But v,’e cannot have two 
^ souls -inside the same body; Benbe we . accepted identity 

d^the twoi * For this you- cannot^ produce; a: suitable 
instance acceptableito me. For'I have accepted-, two 
different souls-bne jeeva and another Iswara in the same 
body. Again in the Case of a manipossessed of a ghost 

■ it is a good instance of double sduls ina single body* 

He counter argues that in such an instance inWardiiess 
. ( alone'is real but their diiTerence, is unreal. We 

may still rebut him by reversing his contention thus : 
Let difference be real an^ inwardness unreal. But there 
is no objcctioh for inwardness to be tnie. Equally there 
is np.objsptipn for diferenbe bemg real and inwardness 
being unreal. 

Thus Chandrikakafa goes on enumerating many 
more fallacies iii- the presenfatibn of fhe!^ topics of 
Adhikarahas. ‘ Raghveitdra idds'a note to this statement 
The allotment of: Adhilcarana in eertaiii' places is fiot 
much different from that of ours and hence it is not 
feaparately reviewed. Foe instance, doubt cannot; be 

■ entertained ih: respect of Pradhana or Prakriti; for the 
indweller is said to^be abseer in the ^remaining part of 

■ the sentence. - .And seer ship cannot be attributed ; • to 
Pradhana. So he must be either the samelextraordinary 
Jeeva endowed with special luck oh' account of .great 
powers or Paramatma - so these are the two. alternatives 
of doubt. But of these two. .iccording to the 




§ . statement in the last part of the sentence the h^cliwelier 
I is-stated to be one gifte^jWith kiiQwledge 

Icptoduced by the senses of seeing, hearing and thinking. 

I?: Hence it is clear that the indweller is Jeeva only. But 
I 5*531 does not mean, one endowed with sensuous know- 
I ledge; it means one who had the vision of fom which 
5 is common to both Jeeya and Pararaatroan., And in 
’ this context it is stated that tliei-e is 

i no other person who has the gift of vision. So the 
|:knowledge as first stated must be only sensuous 
S (derived from senses) And Jeeva cannot: be denied of 
this right of sensuous knowledge. On the strength of 
- this statement and on the virtue of the 

: iiidwelJer has access to all Bhutas like Prithiyi and 
; others, and has control over all, and has bodies of all. 

: These are the attributes of Paramatma. Therefore the 
■i: indv.eller is Paramatm.a only. The statement in the 
? last part of the sentence refers to knowledge in the 
Cfroni of vision of form and not one produced by 
;v senses. This sort of knowledge as stated in 
f ds exclusively an attribute of Paramatma. 

1 : only denies the existence of another ^5T who is 
? independent. This is the View pf Bidhanta. Here 
; Pradhana as Purvapaksha has been already considered; 
?Tiehce its expulsion from Purvapaksha. is ju^ified. 

Shruti Prakasha on Ramanuja Bhasbya states that in . 
; . a mere illustration is given 
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and it is not independently stated. Hence one Sutra is ; 
made up of both tTcrarJTff^FTRr and | 

This is not desirable. For here there is nothing to 
show that this isOtherwise why not extend :; 
this same rule to and and i 

NJ •v c V 

have one Sutra, out of these. And the statement of an 
illustration would have been redundent. The wording : 
would have been iT=n i Ot: The Ramanujeeya i 

might say they had to take recourse to this because ^ 
Pradhana was not one of the alternatives of doubt. 4 
But PradhanaTias been doubted (to be the indweller) at f 
the very beginning. Again the word will have then no = 
purpose to serve. 

In the second Sutra is said to mean ^ 

statement of contrary attributes to those of STSIH or' 
Prakriti. This is not proper. For this is the same as 
of the first Sutra; hence it will amount to 
repetition. Because the attribute of Brahma is invariably; 
the contrary attribute of Pradhana; hence it amounts to 
mean that there is no possession of the attributes of 
Sattva, Rajas and Tamas. Boudhas are out and out 
non vaidikas and hence we do not feel so much when 
they deny the right of Vedas to be self evident. But 
the Adwaitins enter intd the Vedas, and yet they attempt 
to prove the invalidity of Vedas. Hence we should be 
very critical about their statement and subject them to 
clpse'scrutiny as they are unreliable friends in mattei's 
metaphysical and spiritual. 





Adrashyatvaicihlkarnam 

; SUTRA ; 

C O ' 

The one mentioned in shrnti as invisible 
and denoted by the word is Vishnu 

onl7/, and not Prakrit! and others, on 
account cf Vishnu’s attributes like ‘being 
' propounded by paravidya like Rigveda’. 

a BKASHYA ; 

The attributes like invisibility are said to belong to 
Vishnu. The one 3 T^t; described in paravidya as 
I invisible or imperceptible, not conceivable (by tire miiid) 
having no gotra or family name, colourless, having no 
organs (coiiVeying knowledge or activity) like eyes and 
H ears or hands and feet, imperishable in essence, capable, 
tall pervasive, unmanifest, and not perishing even in 
H- body. The steady and wise realise and he is called 
I: After this we find- “Just as the spider draws out 

f (the threads)- (out of its body) and again absorbs them 
I, (into its body) just as from the earth the herbs come out, 
• and nails and hair grow on the living body, so also all 
: effects are produced on the earth from^sr^T (Mu-l-I-7) 
“Thus saying we have q^: Chitprakriti 

stands superior to Mula Prakriti and Parahiatman is 
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isiiperior to So one TC is brought to out 

liotiee. 

Therefore ive Say- v; 

BKASKYA: 

a N& 

First thej- illustrations of Prithivi and others are, 
quoted; and then comes the sentence 3T<{TTT^ 

After this is quoted the statemenf 
qTd": nTir comes. In Shruti Kutastha is said to hp 
Akshara.TliUs Prakfiti(Kutastha)is mentioned as 3T?5n or 
invisible oiie. Another Purvapaksha is mentioned; 
Hiranyagrabha is AkShara; superior to hini iS 
Chitprakriti; and superior to her is Vishnu. Thus 
Hiranyagarbha is the next claimant. i 

Now sidhanta'begins with the explanation of the 
Sutra- Should betaken from the previous sutra.; 
The one possessing attributes like invisibility is Vishnu 
only, For in the shruties the one possessing "attributes 
like Adrishyatva is said to be the subject matter of 
Paravidya. In TcFgTTOT ^ ctne knowing 

'him tints as'the sub|ect'of-khowledge leaditig to Moksha) 
becdhies TeleaSed (. In Smriifi also it is Stated 
‘‘that Which is'to the satisfaction of Flari is -the ^iKarhia: 
That is-’Mati'dr Vidya Which T^ddiices knowledge 'of 
HaiT TWo Idres are to bb studied;- one isTitr aW 
another is ST'T'trOf these ' comprises the vedas, the 

(six) subsidiaries, and other sub-subsidiaries aiid the 
remairiihg Ibfes. And the Paria Vidya is that by 'which 



Hari must be comprehended as one who is invisible, 
bereft of material qualities like sattva aiid pthers, 
different from all as Chalk is from cheese, and supreme as 
soul. From all these and others we know that he is 
the subject of Paravidya which is his exclusive attribute. 
Hence He is one possesing the attribute of invisibility 
and others. 

SUTRA : ^ 

The tv .'0 Prakritiea are not the requirea 
one s p'o s ses s ing the a11r ibnte s. l ike 

c 

and others. The fourfaced Brahma and the 
.three-eyed Riudra are ■ not the ones poss¬ 
essing and others; because the 

a 11 r i bu t e s 1 ik e omn i s c, ie nc e b e Ion g t o h i m;, 
again these tv;o are stated to be different 
from'the which is 

This or invisible Is not Prakriti 

(insentient) because he is known to be 
one having geiieral ’kribwTedge and having 
special knowledge . ,His thoughts or medi¬ 

tations are grounded on oertainties. Prom 
him (3{EfrT) are born the four faced Brahma 
and Prakriti having name and form and its 
presiding deity. Tnus diffetence'■ from 
being stated he is not Virincha or 
fourfaced'Brahma-. 
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B-iit this statement that Vishra?. is 
is not compatible with sna'TTn 'TT: so a' 
part of sutra is interpreted in a different 
manner. The Prakriti that is insentient 
is lower And the S-VSTT that is 

superior to it is the sentient Prakriti. 
The third is Hari posse sing all attributes. 
Thus these are said to be three Aksharas. 
Thus it is stated in Skanda that there are 
three Aksharas, And is also 

an attribute of Vishnu (Being superior to 
sentient prakriii who is superior to 
insentient prakriti) . 

Though Rudra, is referred to by the word 
still he is not one having the attribute 
of invisibility and others; For he ip found 
to be different from him in ‘ - For when one 
finds him v/ho is served by all and who is 
Isha of great power to be different, .then 
he becomes free from all misery.’’ 

SUTRA : 

One having the attribute of invisibility 
is Vishnu; For he is said to be endowed with 
colour. 

BHASHYA: 

When the seer Jeeva sees Paramatman of pure 
golden colour, who is the creator of Brahman and hence 
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of this world, who is his lord endowed with six qualities, 
(Then this attains similarity). 

“Formerly (at the Pralaya time) there was Narayana 
quite independent. There was no Brahma no Shankara 
(engaged in their respective v/ork). Then he (Vishnu) 
becoming silent fell to thinking. Then Vayu, Hiranya- 
garbha Agni, Varuna, Rudra, and Indra were born out 
of his meditation. This famous Narayana had four 
colours viz white, red yellow and black. He created 
these four colours for the sake of Vayu and others. 
Then he created mixed colours also for these. 
Therefore Vishnu had only pure and essential colour, 
(and not the mixed ones like those of Vayu and others). 


Raghvendra explains what things are included 
in the group of attributes They are 

‘devoid of Jceva attributes’ 'and devoid of 
subjection to a master ( . Then he explains 

the terms used in the Mantra. 

invisible, inconceivable in tlie mind. 

castelcss (without any caste like 

Brahniana). 

Now the illustrations are explained, The f(i'.st 
illustration is given to show that the cause that is 
meant is that of agency. The second instance shows 
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the similarilty that just as the earth needs the aid of 
the seed to give out the sprout so also God needs the 
respective Karina of man in his creation. The third 
instance shows that his creation is without trouble. 

i iid are shown different. is hair on the 
head while is hair any where else. is 

woiinderful is without 

constant and limited meansureraent. SfSIT'jft 

Free from sixteen ^^T5. 

Raghveadra discloses the subtle argument involved 
in In Bhasbya this is explained as 

31^7 Ucf 97; Then amends it thus aff^TT^fq’ 

3TtiT7Tn so that you, should not doubt that there is some 
thing referred to in between and STtfTt. One 

superior to this 31517 is seen. is 

317111^^^15771^ ^17; is 7iTf7 ^TTSfiT. Thus when 
begins (after 315,77m as 3I3T7IT 97^: 77: and 

77 is said to be Vishnu. Now the marks of Vishnu are 
577 : There is no other superior to Vishnu. 
For he is \Tm'i3T fir 7717%: the acme. This proves 
that has exclusive reference. 

Nov/ the Purvapaksha argument is made clear. 
3177^9771% are attributed to insentient Prakriti or 31^77. 

C_ 

For Prithivi and others are instanced to clearly show 
that it is the materia] cause. The instances of the 
spider as in Bhashya and Teeka are cited to help the 
Sidhanta point of viev/. But we should not suppose 
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that the instance of Prithivi is adduced dtily to prove 
the nature of causality of the world and Parniatma. But 
after this sentence, T?;; is stated, to prove 

that he is Vishnu. 

But the instance of Prithivi is not futile; for the 
first must be insantient& then the 2nd is Chit 
Prakriti and the third is naturally Vishnu. In the same 
manner the first arts’? might be and not Vishnu. 

For Vishnu does not tolerate any one 'IT superior 
to superior. While has Laxmi superior to 

him and this Laxmi has Vishnu superior to her. 

In the same manner the first might be or 
who has four faced Brahma superior to him. And 
Brahma has Vishnu superior to him. In this alter 
native it is supposed that'Laxmi is subsumed under the 
category of 

Now about the syntactical construction of the sutra. 

should be imported from the previous sutra and 
it means “It is Vishnu only” The sentence supp¬ 

lies the and this is taken out from the whole sutra 
and .explained as being expounded by the Paravidya. 
In this context it is made clear that Para and Apara 
Vidyas are not two distinct categories but they are one 
and the same Vidya conditioned by two different sub¬ 
ject matters of which one is high and another is low. 
An instance may be cited to make thi.s point more 
clear. Just a.s one and the same Karma or action may 
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Ije called motivated or(5r^%orf^^f^)uiin‘!otivatedacc(: 
rding to the intention of the doei', so is This Vidyi 
This also makes null and void the objection that Ha; 
being the subject treated in shastras or Rig and othei 
as Aparavidya cannot have a different subject in para 
vidya. 


in Bhashya six subordinate treatises are enumer: 
ted like Syksl'ia ,®nd others. But in Tattya Pradeep 
AyiirWBti^'T^^ Cran'dharva and S'thapatha ai 

^aid to be upangas; the remaining arts and lores ai 
5aid to be Pratyangas. 


This cumulative conjunction ^ joins these tv 
reasons with which adduces reason to establi; 

sidhanta and also disproves the alternative of ( 
|mma facie views. 

Raghvcndra gives the full construction of tf; 

“He is omniscient. And is ff’ 
f>?<T which means ^ and is coiisicousness I 
essential nature, and not one given to thinking, nor o 
‘sttbjeot to agony. For it is the ignorant who is giv 
to thinking; and one frustrated in desires is subject 
agony. This vedic statement is Calculated to disquali 
only insentient Prakriti to possess the attribute of iin 
sibility. But this cannot disqualify the chit or sentit 
Prakriti. For then Chit Pl^akriti would be and tli 
it would be entitled to be the creator of the world; a 
equally might be doubted to be omniscient. Omn 
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|ienc might be reduced to limited all-knowingness* 
lienee it only disqualifies the insentient Prakriti to bq 

1 ^- ' ■ • 

pThis is the four faced Brahma, and the master 
|eity of Anna. In the previous Scaitence Brahma co«« 
[|ioted Para Brahma (dTOT doubt. Yet 

|here as it is construed with which runs pountep 

|o the meaning of Para Brahman, Brahman means the 
four faced one. Therefore this sort of interpretatiom 
poes not run counter to the dictum cited in the third 
Chapter Geeta Bhashya “One word twice repeated ean- 
%ot mean two different things unless it be different 
^statement”. 

Therefore; another-interpretation of the partof sutra 
is given. “As there is the attribute of being superior to 
the superior, the things called, 3T5TT are different one 
from the other. “This is the different interpretation. 

But when the three things called are different 
one from the other, how can one be attribute to the 
other ? Nyaya Vivarana explains that when two 
are mentioed the meaning is complete, still the third 
3r?r^ is mentioned. This shows Visliim to be superior 
to Shres entity, which on its part is superior to insetient 
Prakriti. Thus there is construing of words in different 
cases and (qxq: there is construing 

of words in apposition. " 



100 


This STiSTT is also said to be different from the 
famousor ‘Different’ means ‘different from the 
famous’ as ‘a different path’ means a path different from 
the famous path’. This is only another interpratation. 
Hence there is no opposition from Atharvana Bhashya 
which adopts the interpretation that this inde¬ 

pendent is different from Jeeva and this same interpre¬ 
tation is accepted as is already shown i3i Ananda Maya- 
dhikarana and as will be shown in Besides a 

passage yielding to many intei-pretations should not be 
supposed as faulty or defective. For in Karma Nirnaya, 
Acharya has settled once for all that meaning is conno¬ 
ted by the inherent strength of the words and it is not 
left to mere Calculation or imagination. 

“Just as herbs are produced from earth”, this illu¬ 
stration implies that Vishnu is only the.cause of crea¬ 
tion (and does not pertain to its Variety as material 
cause). The same is expounded in Anuvyakyana in Pra- 
krityadhikarana, by stating that instances of spider do 
not imply any mutability or modification to the cause. 

As Vishnu is propounded tO be endowed with unco¬ 
mmonly lustrous golden colour (^T^TT^: 

SO he alone is one who has the attributte of invisibility. 

The reason to prove Shidhanta has its operation in 
contradicting the prima facie view also; or to show the 
exclusive implication of the mark- for these two reasons 
f?c^^JT¥^jfTfTBrahma the originator of Hira- 
nayagarbha. is explaind which means 
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according to the coming sutra that after 

visualisation of Vishnu, Jeeya is not affected by the 
stigma of sin commited after Aparolcsha. here 

means fqT is suspected to refer to Rudra; to ward* 
off that reference and to fix its reference to Vishnu it 
was necessary to point out ma,ny references to marks of 
Vishnu, in the whole of the sentence. Hence the nece¬ 
ssity of explaining the whole of the sentence. Accor¬ 
ding to the quotation from the III Slcanda (Bhagavata) 

sisn#:) it is known that 
Rudra is born from Brahma (four faced) he cannot be a 
source of birth to Brahman. 

Or'15^ is jeeva; as there is equality 

even in wordly life ('ITff the great equality, 

pertaining to Mukti. Equality is manifested. In the 
commentary of no doubt it is said that getting 

immunity from Punya and Papa is the mark of Mukti. 
Thus 3TSTT or Vishnu is said to be different from the 
released; yet taking or into 

consideration is said to be different from ; 

hence the whole sentence is explained here. 

The three sutras of this Adhikarana offer three rea¬ 
sons which all amount to this ‘As there are many exclu¬ 
sive marks’ and ‘as there are many objections against 
the Prima facie View' - 

Now some one contends that the doubt has five 
alternatives. But%at^ presents only two alternatives. 
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This, runs counter to the previous stateriDenl. But this 
contention does not stand to re^isoii. These objections 
are cleared in Chandrika. 

Giving up the first instance the second is accepted 
and it is argued that the Purva pakslika upholding Pra- 
dhaoa is tinreasoaable. Even the first instance from 
the Mayavadi Point of view is correct only when the 
cause is matiriak For the sake of elucidation, the 
second is quoted according to the view of Tika and 
others. Even deriving Rudra from Iswar shruti is not 
reasonable, because it goes against the mark 
of ‘being the source of Brahma’. For may be 

dissolved not as Tatpursha but as Bahuvreehi. Then 
it allows many menaings. 

TATTVAWIANJA^I ; 

Here rises a doubt. In the shruties it 

c 

is propounded that invisibility and other attributes 
accrue to Vishnu. But this is not reasonable. For in 
Atharvana upanjshed beginning with 

and the attribute of 3T?- 

be longs to aome STg*?; and that STJa’R; is stated to 
be the material cause of the whole of the universe 

illustrating it with the instance 
of In another shruti 

c 

TR *11: that srsfr^ provides that lowest limit to 
which Vishnu is the acme or the highest limit. There¬ 
fore Vishnu cannot stoop down to be the lowest limit. 




For he is the highest aesme. Therefore this 8T5TT can 
be insentient Prakiiti or sentient Prakriti, or four faced 
Brahma or Rudra. Ganinot be Vishnu. 

To this objection as‘a'reply three sutras are cited, 
which constitute the The meaning of 

the whole of this Adhikarana is compressed into 
^qT^ferTcf; ?T^r la AnnljlTa^hya,, ,^That Vishnu only who 
is mentioned in as invisible is here also in 

^ ^ c 

mentioned. It ateans that the same Vishnu 
is referred to as STSiTf endowed with invisibility. 
Chit Prakriti and a^hit Prakriti and Virincha are not 
referred to by the wwd -ATcshara. Because all marks 
like object ofParavidya, Omnisci¬ 
ence, Golden colour unmixed v/ith other colours, are 
mentioned in their respective contexts in the shruties 
smTTT, If:* and others. Thus the one cha- 

racteriesed by these marks and endowed with the attri¬ 
bute of invisibility is Vishnu only. Or it means that 
those marks by the evidence of Shruties quoted in 
Bhashya are knotvn to belong to Vihnu only. 

The word stJjrC being a word in neuter gender its 
adjectives should be also neuter. But in 

Anubhashya it is used in masculine gender to construe it 
with the word Vishnu, or depends upon the TT; in 
qT: The thing described in as one invisible, in 

as the cause and in siea'^Tfr qT: des- 

« N 

cribed as q^^; q^'; is one and the same. But the other 



which is lower to this is different from it» 

and thus with is gifted with invisibility canvery 
well be Vishnu without running counter to the statement 
ofT^^: TT; In 3rj=T?;Tq; ST?r< is in the ablative 

which shows mere causality and not its material 
cansality. 

Here though certain positive qualities like f^c^f 

and WifIfsT are mentioned in the sutra 
Guna is used as common to both positive and negative 
qualities, as in ; still these positive 

qualities like and are already expoun¬ 
ded to refer to Vishnu in here the in¬ 
tention is only to show that refers to the qua¬ 

lity of Vishnu. Hence it is stated that Heri is 

In arurmstTalso it is stated(3T<f^c^Rr^I^T^^) 
that only the reference is to the negative quality of 
or it may be that as there are more positive qualities 
than negative, negative qualities like and 

others are mentioned to imply also all positive quali¬ 
ties; hence it is stated as Or still you 

should suppose that as representing all other posi¬ 
tive qualities, should be imported here, and explained 
as ‘he being and is endowed with vinisibility’. 

Now means one who cannot be 

C , NO 

fully comprehended by the mind and precived by the 
eye, and who possesses wealth beyond measure; and 
that this wealth remains without undergoing any 
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changes is shown by the word ) 

This proves that the term is to be applied to 

also, as its adjective. Or the word 
should be construed with and 

also. This means that every action of God is eternal. 
In ST^s^frerTT^Tall actions pertaining to God, belong 

to the category of eternals. 

TAWTRA DEEP SKA 

3T55tTcmfEr'RT'5T 

3r3[5Jrr^TTf?»r»(^ 

c. '9 

Here in this Andhikarana, Marks, negatively 
expressed are shown to fully refer to Vishnu 
The compound is dissolved as 

tep^q-: These attributes like belong 

to one who is superior to one who is superior to 
(STfirrTTn ^'t) such a one is endowed with 

qualities like (invisibility and others). The 

termination ^ is added by the rule 

The one who is invisible and incomprehensible 

is that Brahma only 

and not sentient or in-sentient Prakriti, fourfaced 
Brahma, nor Rudra. 

For his attribute of being expounded by the 
sui>erior lore of Rig with other Vedas, has been 

mentioned (tjpf#:) In PTP: TT;, PT is used in 
masculine gender following the shruti. 

* 
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This conclusively proves that this does not run 
counter to i 7T; in For the one endowed 

w'ith the attribute of invisibility and the entity 
mentioned as T’’’ in 'TK is one and the 
and the lower term STvTT to FT; js altogether different’ 
Instead of 3f(T^rrrcnF?rfTff (one possessing attributes 
like invisiblity) STSviTrSftfV is used is used 

with a purpose. is dissolved as ^'^Ta 

(One diffsi'ent from visible is in¬ 
visible (sTv^t) This or mutual negation, 

instead of a positive word like F-ff it is used for 
this mutual negaiicn. That is done to si tow that it 
jtas compatibility with its being essential nature 
of god Still by Virtue of tF^iT-T diireren- 

tiating merit) (though one with God) they can be 
related as thing mid its quality; and this is suggested 
by the suffix coming at the end of a Bahuvrihi 
compound. Others are denied the right of being 
sttvTr on special grounds’ 

Vii'inclia (furfaced Brahma) and Rudra on the strength 
of their common nature of beiiig sentient form one 

group (and in-sentient the other). Hence though 

there are' three, yet they are mentioued as 
in dual. The sutra is explained as “The other two 
are not endowed wit’.i the quality of invisibility. 
Because there is the adjective (fVTF'^!') ‘omniscient’ 
as mentioned in <1: slTT: and tiie adjective T~^‘ F'wT 
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superior to the superior, it cannot be insentient 
Prakriti. Besides ditference is cited between Virincba 
and Rudra on one side and (on the other) 

possessing the quality of invisibility in the two 

sbnities ‘ soVirincha and 

Rudra too cannot claim to possess invisibility according 
to the respective reasons produced. The compiiiative 

conjunction ^ joins together “not merely on account 
of the attribute” “but also on account of these two 

reasons and ). Thereby it is implied 

that the reasons adduced by Sidhanta can operate 
in contradicting the opjjosite side. It is also contended 
by some that refers to the four as and 
stNcT can be subsumed under one category of Prai'criti 
and Virincba and Rudra under another category. Forth© 
further reason also it is so. 

In the golden colour is 

described; so the one endowed with invisibility is 
Brahman only. In this shruti it is Vi.shnu alone that 
is described; because He alone possesses unmixed 
colour as all others possess mixed colours. 

NYAYABSUKTAVLl : 

The connecting link of thought here is in the form 



108 


of objection to the reasons already given like 
as mentioned in ^ In Athrvana beginning 

with two lores must be studied) it is 

stated that 5tirT^5gor'tTfsrtri:q% that is the superior 
lore by which is appreahended. and also that 

3|^rrp that 3i‘tFT 'C is invisible and in-compre- 
henensible. Then it is also stated that is the 

creator of viswa or Universe. Now a doubt arises 
whether that is sentient Prakriti or in-sentient pri- 

kriti or Viriuchi or Rudra or Vishnu. 

Ohe contends that on the strength of the 

instance propunding material 

cause, it is the material cause as there is the mark 
of material cause cited in the shruti and as the 
inner meaning need not be rejected when there is 
no contradiction. On these grounds is said to 

be insentient Prikirti. Another Purva Paksha argues that 
35f8iTT is according to the statement in 

Oeeta Besides, this entity of shree 

may he called the material cause as she is the 
presiding deity over insentient prikirit which is the 
material cause. Or as per quotation from shruti 
tT^t, Brahma (fourfaced) is referred to herein this 
context. Hence 3T^t: is Brahma, or he may be Rndra 
even on the strength of the quotation 
which uses the word Isha. This is the contention of 
some others. 

Moreover the words like have no reference 
to Vishnu. Because this is said to be the lowest 
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limit on the scale of 9vd;qr; and Vishnu 

cannot condescend to be tl.e lowest limit 
having two superiors above him. Therefore Vishnu is 
discarded even when it is argued that <he ablative 
3Tt{r<Td proves .only its causality. Bitt if 

3T?r is accented as srgT% then in 

N ... 

^'K: both a-Tiffs and are in the ablative as they 
are nouns in apposition. While in other interpret¬ 
ations they are accepted as nouns in dinferent cases. 

Now begins Shidhanta. There arc shruties and 
smrities like and 

which prove that the attribute of being the 
subject matter of Rig and other vedas which constitute 
paravidya, belongs to Visliuu only. Again some 
golden colour is mentioned in the shruti iT'JT'T^Jr; 

only pure colour belongs to him while 
the colour of others is said to be impure and mixed 
in the shruti 3Trwffjrf5T’‘TTf’iT3^fil'5Sl‘?Tn. In skanda 
purana three Aksharas have been mentioned; and 
that Akshara which has been said to be the lowest 
limit on the scale of is not Vishnu 

but some one different from him. Hence there is no 
contradiction by the statement that 3r§T1 is the lowest 
limit to the one that is higher. The instances of 
Prilhivi and others have their import only in Vishnu 
being the cause (and not in a material sense). The words 
like and refer to Vishnu in their primary 
sense. And in the case of an insentient entity the 
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attribute of omniscience suggested by the shruti 
2 T: is not compatibie v/ith iiuentjence. 

Again difference is noted in 

^.T4% I (From him is born this Brahma and others) 
and in (when he sees as 

other than), betv/cen on one. side and Brahma 

and Rudra on the other. That possessing the 

attribute of invisibility and being superior to the 
superior, is Vishiru only. The purpose is to shew 
the objection to the being one possessing 

invisibility and to clear that doubt. 

PRAKASHA: 

Because in Bhashya it is stated that 

The attributes of invisibility belong to 
Vishnu, invisibility being common, and in Tattva- 
pradeepa it is stated 

^fMcrTS^TfTT in these words; and in Teeka though it is 
put in special form in yet 

in the Teeka of '••TTT^lfT^T’JT we find the previous link 
deri'ved on similar lines as in 

The reason for stating the iminanent to be Brahma 
is Zf (not understandable by pritihivi.) Now 

this is' an objection to, that is how the 

rises. , So this we may term as ‘sequential link’. But 
is general in nature (invisible to all) while 

is particular (ununderstandable to pri- 
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thivi). , 
to the 
For in 
to air 
a part 


Then how can the particular stand as objection 
general ? But this cannot be an objection, 
a thing which possesses the attribute ‘invisible 
there is a bo tinuiiderstandable to prithivi, 
of it according to as stated in 


in Mahabhasbya in the context of 

(T- = 

or Prithivi stands for all gods; so this ineans 


‘not understandable to all gods, a sort of general 
irivisibiiily. Or as in nfT'-TWpT 

?^T'. (Even gods do not understand him; what of 
others is used here, or in both, the purport meant, 
is “the possession of unlimited wealth”.; and that 
is the ground for objection. 

Some propounded that the thought link is due 
to the fact that doubt arises that belongs to 

insentient Prikriti; for there is no objection here to 
think so though previously it was shown that under¬ 
standing connoted by both was incompatible with 
insentient Prikriti. 


But- ihi.s is not fair-For when there is the possi¬ 
bility of directly raising an objection against the 
very reason given in the sutra, such an objection 
as mentioned previously deserves no consideration. 
As the attribute sT'^mtcT is shown to be the attribute 

of Brahma which has been mentioned as the reason 
formerly, you cannot even doubt whether the word 
does not connote Brahma. The shruti 
may be supposed to suimly motivation to the 
discussion. 
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Bur. formerly its attribute i^as not mentioned, 
hence Prakriti was not considered fit (to be 
here it is not so. For its attribute that it is the 
material cause of the world is mentioned with the 
instance of lierbs growing from the earth. Or formerly 
invisibility in the form of ununderstandability 
formed a strong objection against the word 
in its conventional meaning: hence it was rejected; 
similarly here also the word is used and there 

is the mark of invisibility; hence the mode of convention 
is rejected; for 3T?iT<is heard to be the lowest grade 
to the as in the shruti 3T5rTTd’ 'Tld': 'TX; There is 
thus the thought link based on dissimilarity with 
the former statement also. 

Yes ! what is said is true no doubt. Yet the 
thought link is objectionable to the rea.son given 
formerly; because when the objection against chief 
reason is possible, that alone should be mentioned. 
Moreover it is calculated to refute the source of 
objection of the Sidbanti. Hence the thought link 
is objection-able to the former reason. 

Now begins the topic of the subject matter. A 
doubt is entertained whether STEiTX with the attribute 
of invisibility is Prakriti or vishnu. The whole 
required statement containing the subject matter is 
cited in the Teeka. No doubt the subject matter 
is the bunch of attributes; for this i,s the pada devoted 
to attributive marks and Teeka confirms it; still 
is the subject and it is propounded to be the 



niatferiirt cStiSfei^ftenC^ ilMiaHiibt bd-®i%hmai '‘¥liis'^is tli% 
argument of iPufvapakyia. • ' ' 

If that,is so let the , wpr^ be shown to have 

its in Brahma. The connecting link wit^h Faida 

will be established being based on ‘Purpose’ as in future 
Adhikarahas, as they are meant to establish the 
of many, Linaas or marks. As 3T^T is stated to be 

I ■:!>;.,• f . • I ; V •;.-■■■ i 

material cause you can directly argue that it is Brahma. 
But it is. round about to argue that atSfT is the material 
cause and^ hence it is. different from Brahma: and the 
collection of attributes belonging to him also belong to 
son^e one different. , . ’ 

Th i s i s not s.o.und •, arg time nt j . Fo r thp, . of 

f is to ,be proved in - this It caimot be 

conitended that;thataIone5will prove>th;is.For is said 
ito be the lowest i stage to some, TT which contradicts 
and as it ;iS'an exception here iit is . r Here we. 

' want to show the of U11 attributes Which. do mot 

refer to bther things. In 'this pada ’Giinas associated 
'with others are known to belong to others. . When' the 
of gunas' is the established, Knk withdhfc previous 
thought isfdirectly sought. Hence ■th& gunas cr attributes 
are taken; for consideration.: ^ \ lt .= ■ . i 

Hence the doubt ■ is‘ Whether sfJffT with' attributes 
like in-visility'and others is one of Prakfiti arid’ others 
or Vishnu. Raghavpijdr^clahorat/es Ii*rakriti apd .others 

' i.j. 
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to be one of sentient Prakriti, in- sentient Praktiti, 
Virinchi and Rudra. No doubt in the Teeica it is 
mentioned “Vishwa is born of Akshara” and in this 
causal statement are mentioned the words STJiTT and 

Hence a doubt should be entertained whether these 
words refer to Vishnu. Still hearing that STtiTT is the 
lowest stage of a TC there is reason for reconsideration; 
and accordingly after this discussion of Vishnu, a 
discussion should be instituted on the words or 
and being either and others or Vishnu. Yet 

for the reason that on the rule of Similarly that 
discussion is clearly intelligible; or for the reason that 
necessarily the cansal statement must be considered not' 
to refer to Brama on the ground that 3r?,TT cannot be ” 
be Brahman, words like and cannot be Brahma 
and also the causal statement cannot refer to Brahma 
being in the same case with 3TSiTT. The main ground 
.for all this, is that the causal relation between the words 
Brahma and Isha in the former causal statement and 
non-refercnce to Brahma, as well as the causal relation 
of Ihe in the former statement which is not 

different (similar to) from srja’T in the latter part of the 
statement being the lowest stage of and thus not 
being Brahma. Or still following the Bhashya stating 
the connecting link Nyaya Vivarana and its commentary^ 
discussion is instituted beginning with 3T5r^. 

As the fallacy of rejecting the existing and in its 
place accepting a newthing falls to our lot as will be 
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explained in the coming portibo, if the two 3 TqTtS in 
arerw and ai4 consiaered, 

one, then the cause of the Vishwa' only, whicli is 
endowed with the attribute of irivisiblity ^'is the lowest 
limit of some Para, aiid this is not chmpatible with the 
supremacy of Vishnu. Hence is 05 

resulting in But wheb‘three are accepted 

as will 12 explained in the' coming portion then this 
3raTT is different (and not one) then ar^f^ in aT^TlTrf 'TT: 
is dijGFerent, the lowest limit of the "highest Brahman 
cannot be in Brahman, and the one who is the 

subject matter pf. Para-vidya is Vishnu. , This is the 
result in Sidhanta. , , , .. .. 

Four types of^I^urvapakshas are raised as. derived 
in Teeka depending upon .j;he.. .wprds 

and suggesting respectively insentient Prakriti, 
Sentient or Chi# Prakriti Bra-hma (fourfaced) and Rudra. 
But we must ascertain whether one of these four is 
chosen as having as after discarding 

others or anyone of them or all the four, constitute the 
The first alternative Is not reasonable as there 
are four equally .strong reasons to choose each onie of 
them. In the second alternative the choice is uncertain 
and hence the Purvapaksha is indeterminate. In the 
third 'there will be tht; Composifional fallacy of a 
disintergrated sentence 

But this objection is not sound. For in all the four 
alternatives it is possible to argue exclusive preference 
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tp each of the four. For instance we may argue that 
tile, one ivitli is STEf.R or Prakriti only the 

other three <lenoted by and are all 

traBsient^ and Brahma, being is cause and the 

lord. , ^fr). Hence TcTH , alone is 

reasonably preferred to others* Thus you may go on 
arguing exclusive preferences jn the cause of each of the 
four alternatives and the first one now is preferred. So 
it is said that the attriuutes belong only to 

Prakriti in Puryapaksha; for this over- lordship agrees 
with or Prakriti. 

The word ^ shows that this" agrees with 
or the fourfaced Brahma- In the second alternative of 
we can very well distinguish it from Vishnu, 
vi'e cannot call it indeterminate on account of doubt. 
Thilite is confinnltion of this statement. In the third 
alteriiative ^ is accepted as it is justified. 

Or the meaning of the statement in Teeka that 
aT^jpTczrif?' do not belong to Vishnu is that it belongs to 
only; and not to other alternatives as already 
mentioned. This removes the objection as baseless that 
if does not belong to Vishnu then the 

statement becomes topicless and hence it is. invalid. 
The fotlowiiig statement explains the sentence in the 
Teeka, that endowed with invisibility is the 

material cause of the world on the strength of the 
instance of earth (giving out sprouts) and the Vedic 
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Mantla- Vishwa of the world is born of No doubt 
spider and its web is another instance; Btu the instance 
of the earth shovvs the trend. For this instance is not 
quoted merely to prove its being a mere cause. For 
that has been proved by the statement 
and the further instance would- have been fut ile; That 
which is co-extensive with Karya cannot but■ ^be, if: no 
objection, its materia 1 caiise, This clearly proves that 
in Teeka it is'dorjbted that-the words aitfft: 
no doubt can'find reference to Vishnu; but on account 
of incompatibility with the Purvapaksha 

was revived; and This was only done as an additional 
implication {). 

Again it is doubted that the word 3TJiTT can find 
reference to Vishnu according to the method of inter¬ 
pretation knowm as Pxaghvendra 

explains thiS: nyaya. In the third Pada in the Sutra 
3Tta’rtT«rTt^'4^:; there is a reference to a Shruti 

which contains the 

•C> 

W'ord 31,5ST7. , Now a doubt arises whether it is Chit 
Prakriti or Vishnu. But in the Shruti 

the word clearly means Chit Prakriti and 
Vishnu being one beyond ta'T and STSa’T, cannot 
be called . So ultimately is Chit Prakriti 

or the godess Shri. Then in Shidhanta it is 
proved that it is Vishnu who is called STcfT^ because 
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he is beyond four types of destruction. Therefore 
the chief connotation of is Vishnu. For 

the principle of application is mostly found in Vishnu. 
This is According to this Nyaya 

also cannot refer to Brahma or Vishnu as he shall 
have to be the rhaleriar cause. And unchangable 
Chit Prakriti cannot be material cause; yet she is the 
presiding deity over the changeable Prakriti which can 
be the material canse: hence the presiding deity also 
can be called material cause. This is what is stated in 
Teeka. 

Or the fourfaced Brahma is the.one endowed with 
attributes like invisiblity. Similarly Isha or Rudra is 
the one endowed with Becouse in 

the word is used in,reference, to one who jsST^TT. 
But in III pada in the siiruti fthe 
word is used. Then it is doubted whether this 

is Vayu or Vishnu. Then though is proved 

to be Vayu on the strength of shi nties like 
51^57% and others, yet he is confirmed to be Vishnu; for 
the principle of application' of the word is 

actuatership which is mostly found in grater degree in 
Vishnu only. 

But we must know why this Nyaya is 

used here. No doubt other Nyayas like 
would have been quoted to prove that the word 
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is capable of other meanings, yet because in the topical 
sentence () of that Adhikarana. The word 
Or its synonym is far from being not quoted; or 
because,as in the place,so as there here also is no exclusive 
mark of Vishnu, this is beyond the pale of that nyaya; 
or because mere import of those words connoting gods 
there,' was stated and not the power of connoting gods 
there, was stated and no power of connotation 
also ( ), or because saniaiivaya is directly sought 

of the word a synonym of the w'ord in the 

sutra ; this was done according to the 

Nyaya of 

But on the strength of This Nyaya 
need not be Vishnu. For the W'ord ?l^i’ is used which 
is w’ell known to denote Rudra. For in ZT: IT^f^rT 

the word is quoted among the names of Rudra 

in Amarakosha, 

Here we cannot take in its derived meaning ‘all 
knowing’ as it is lised here as an adjective and not as the 
name of Rudra. For convention is a stronger mode of 
interpretation than derivation. Besides there is tautology 
as the same meaning is expressed by the word 
(all knowing). Here every sort of dppositiori stands on 
individual merit. Hence the words which are supposed 
to have reference to other things (Than Rudra) are 
proved to have exclusive reference. So another 
opposition as shown in Teeka is put forth, in addition. 



In '7^, is mentioned' as the lowest 

grade in the series to reaclr the highest acme q'‘< or 
Hence 3??!^ is not Brahma,: Though in T^eeka it is 
doubted that ^17'?!?^ and the words like 

can be interpreted differently;: yet in ^7^: 

<77;, srsTT is the lowest stage of Para; and it is 
exclusive in iheaning and not the material cause 
mentioned in the instance eveh' then'. When there is 
objection the thing cannot be left out of cb.nsideratioin. 
The word srfT which- comes after ^ 

Comes in the is-used to joirij with 

another objection. So, as every objection depends op 
individual merit it is exclusive in application. But 
just as in shruti Vishnu cannot be refused to be the 
lowest, so also in shruti the alternatives of Purvapaksha, 
cannot be stated -to be the lowest, stage. For ,lower 
than Vishnu, there is nothing other than the entity of 
shree. If both arc construed as in apposition (3TS3’7T5f 
) 37517 cannor refer .to the four, faced and others. 
Thereforeas in Teeka > "^i7t 
“this'is'the implied. Taking this for granted 
'777^7: TTf n77t7' it is ' stated in 

that one superior to the lowest Prakriti is the 
superior Hari. Bearing this in mind eyery thing is argued 
out to be fair. Thus in Purvapaksha this'inferiority if 
it belonged to Chit Prakriti then 375777^ T7^l: are both 
in the ablative case and they are to be construed as in 
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apposition. But in the c^se of other alternatives, they 
are construed as words in different cases. In the case 
of the altefiiative being any thing different from Brahma, 
it is objected that it being the topic discussed as the 
subject matter of Paravidya runs counter to being some 
thing other than Brahma. But this objection is 
not sound. For in the Shruti the 3r<T^f^?JT 

is Rig, yajus, sama. This constitutes and Brahma 
is the subject treated, in Shastra. So Brahma cannot 
be the topic of which is the opposite of srq^f^SIT 

and the source of knowledge of 

3TEiTT is and hence means Prakrit! and not 

Brahma. Thus the Purva Paksha is argued out. 

Now the Sidhanta is briefly argued out by 
Raghvendra in a gloss on The exclusive mark 

of Vishnu, which had consiusively proved the 

case of Purva paksha in favour of Chaturmukha and 
Rudra, in Sidhanta, on the strength of TTa: 'TT: 
should prove to belong to Vishnu. You need 

not now object to this statement on the ground of 
3reiT5:Tf^ and 3rrfe=T Shrnti and being the material 
cause- and thus prove to be Prakriti. For 

to be Prakriti there is the strong ground that 
3f?iTT is the lowest stage to RT in the scale of gradation. 
Hence these grounds uphold the case of; Purva Paksha 
irretrievably. 

But all this reasoning of Purvapaksha is smashed 
by a process of critical analyais. which is the 
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basis for all this contention is supposed to be nothing 
but “invisibile to the eye; and thus in 
this invisibility was shown to be applicable to Pralcriti 
also. But even on this supposition Brahma fonrfaced 
and Rudra, who are subsumed under the category of 
Jeevas, cannot be eyeless and 

handless and footless as described here. Had it been 
so, then as described in they would 

have been bereft of Jaivic attributes and the objection 
raised in the Tika would have been justified. 

But all this argument serves no purpose. For 
there is a strong counter-argument that they do not 
belong to the class of Jeevas, or they are distinctly 
different from the ordinary Jeevas being Characteris¬ 
tically superior to them. Hence is compatible 

with Brahma and Rudra. Even the fact of being the 
subject matter of Paravidya which is treated as an 
exclusive mark of Bhagavan in the Sutra gives 

access to the applicability of this mark to others. In 
the Shruti 31tETri(!T *TT; cannot be Vishnu. So it 

must be something else. Hence it amounts to no 
contradiction. 

Now the Sidhanta view is presented. The argument 
as put forth in the Teeka is briefly summarised here. 
Vishnu alone is described to be connoted by ' STSS't 
which has the attribute and others. Hence this 

mark is exclusively applicable to Vishnu. Besides 
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Vishnu alone is the topic dealt with in Paravidya which 
is corroborated by many Shruties and Smrities. 

Then a doubt is raised- how can Vishnu be the 
topic described in Paravidya when he is described in 
Aparavidya also. But this does not amount to a 
contradiction. • For even the topic of Paravidya can be 
the topic of Aparavidya. Because Rigveda and others 
which are called Aparavidya, are themselves Paravidya. 
One and the same Vidya is both Para and Apara when 
conditioned differently. Just as one and the same 
Karma is both Pravritta and Nivritta owing to 
different conditions. 

The same Rig and other Vedas are Paravidya when 
they are conducive to unadulterated or undistorted 
knowledge which brings about the release of the soul 
from bondage, referring as it is supremely to Vishnu 
when understood both in letters and inspirit to Brahman 
based on sound logic. 

But others interpret this in a different manner; The 
word refers to the Upanishads W'hich constitute a 
special form of Rig and others. Then according to 
(the rule of the use of jfT ttt 

only means a cow when refers exclusively to an 

ox, 31<7TT refers to other portions of Rig and other 
Vedas than Upanishads. This is not warranted as it 
runs counter to the Vedic statement 
the whole of the Vedas refer to Vishnu, Thus Shruties 
and Smrities stand witness to the fact that Brahman is 
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. the exclusive subject matter of the whole of the portion 
called the Vedas. 

If it is objected that Rig and others referring to 
injunctions about cannot be ^called ‘dedicated to 
Brahman’, a little clarification is needed to clear this 
objection; whether tliis objection attributes a portion 
of Rig and others to other subject matter or the whole 
of the portion to other subject matter. Then even in 
Upanisheds we find many statements describing 
worshipful medition and hence not referring to Absolute 
Brahman and in the second alternative even in the Rig 
and other Mantras according to the rule stated in 
Portions devoted to Brahman are to be 

found. 


Nor is it reasoriable to argue that one may be 
general and the other particular. For TT and STTT 
arc used in mutually exclusive sense as in the statement’ 
or colour is blue or 31 not blue. As these 
two terms are mutually exclusive •tah--never be 

the particular colour of STTl^. 

Now Ramanujas’s interpretation is taken up for 
critical review. Indirect knowledge is 
while knowledge through contact as throngh devotion is 
This is not correct. For in shruti Rig and 
other vedas are cited to be And in 

that is Paravidya by means of which 
is known. Thus Vidya is means of knowledge and 
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knowledge itself. For means^ ‘is known* 

and not- “is obtained”. 

Now a doubt is raised. The termination laid 
down in the siilra is imported in 

and hence the word f^?JT is formed with 
■ the termination in the ; sense of an abstract noun 
So is (an abstract noun) meaning 
knowledge and not means of knowledge. A usage also 
is quoted- No doubt 

>ir*T is laid down in the sense of an abstract noun; still 
in the Sutra it is staled that this 

is not recited as Hence-agency is not the 

meaning' but instrumentality is The required sense. 
Therefore is used primarily in the sense of agency 
as well as in that of instrumentality. Siidha also 
corroborates this, sense of f%?rr as or through 
• the modes of convention and derivation. The, statement 
ofParishesha quoted before (srnrrftc^i f?!TT 

tTTT intends to state of two kind.s one 

from the source of Vedas and another from that of 
discrimination; and thus the w'ords qXTTT do not mean 
direct and indirect knowledge (and ). 

Thus Chandrikakara proving that the subject mater of 
has exclusive reference and casually disproving 
what others have said, now shows that the Purvapaksha 
arguments adduced by others lead to other conclusions 
also. The instance of (spreading its web 
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from the threa'^s drawn out of its own body) proves 
Brahman to be an agent cause in the creation (and not 
material cause). In the and on the 

strength of this interpretation even in WTIcT 

the ablative after the word 3T^T^ does not 
signify material cause but only agent cause. This 
statement automatically proves that the word 31^^ can 
not reasonably be used in the sense of or 

sentient also following the rule of interpretation 

as mentioned in the as the causal materia¬ 

lity does not arise to contradict it; hence it is not 
stated here. In the word Brahman does not 

exclusively mean the four faced Brahma as it cames 
with the exclusive marks of like ‘The topic of 

Paravidya’ and ‘omniscience’. 

It was argued that the word strengthens the 

interpretation of to be Rudra. But it is not sound. 
For in the latter part there is reference to being 
the father of the four faced Brahma. Rudra being born 
of cannot be his father. Besides is used as 

an adjective and thus it is mentioned in the Sutra 

that all knowing is the 
attribute of 3T5rT who is the cause of this Vishwa. 
Again if is used attributively then there isrepetetidn 
with both meaning ‘all-knowing. But this is 

explained in the Teeka and three reasons are given for 
being used here attributively. 1) is one 



having all general knowledge and signifies poss¬ 

ession of particular or special knowledge. 2) or 
may mean one whj) has obtained all (1%^ to obtain) 
3) or means to create; so one who creates ail. 

Here in Ramanuja Bhashya the view that 

are two reasons which individually are supposed to 
be capable of brushing aside the claims of 
others is accepted; but the view that each one sets 
and all olhers is condemned out right. In Bhashya 
it is clearly stated that the attribute sets aside the 
claim of Prakriti only. And the statement of Bheda or 
difference removes the claims of only Brahma and 
Rudra. ' 

No doubt the attribute of Sarvajnatva can be 
adduced as a reason to prove that Chit Prakriti and four 
faced Brahma and Rudra cannot be because any 

one other than Vishnu cannot be Sarvajna iiithe Primary 
sense; yet if Ghitprakriti were referred’it can easily claim 
to be the creator of the world-which fact easily 
presupposes the all knowingness of it (Ghitprakriti). 

Then similarly even Ghitprakriti can be set aside on 
the strength of this very reason-the statemetnt of Bheda 
or difference. For the highest or third Para is different 
from the higher para which is nothing but Chit prakriti, 
yet Akshara cannot be different from Akshara which is 
different from the higher Para which again is different 
from the highest, For one cannot be different fron> one 
self with out self contradiction. Hence the difference 
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fromin the case of Akshara shall have to be let 
alone, for. the sake of consistency. Then even difference 
from Chit Prakriti cannot be proved. So in Bhashya, 
only Chit Prakriti and Rudra are excluded on the 
strength of the statement of difference. 

Then an objection is raised; if on the strength of 
the attribute and the statement of difference Jada 
Prakriti Brahma (fourfaced) and Rudra are excluded 
then in the Sutra the word to indicate exclusion ought 
to have been in the plural This is reasonably " 

explained. No doubt the Sutra word referes to the 
Jada Prakriti, the four faced, and Rudra yet as the 
four faced and Rudra can be subsumed under one 
category of Chatanas it is used in the dual. 

So long the instances of Prithivee and. others, 
given in support :of the view of Putvapaksha, demoli¬ 
shing the structure of Sidhanta were critically reviewed. 
Now in 3T^TTq; is tbe .l&xxest in Shruti; 

hence it could not be Brahman,- This is another 
objection; But even this objection does not stand. For 
a clear difference is shown between the three Aksharas- 
one the Jada Akshara, and the other is Chetana 
Akshara, and the third is Vishnu Akshara. One Akshara-. 
is different from the other, as Pandava Arjuna is 
different from Kartaveeryarjuna; and that is the highest. 

But this again is liable to be objected. For it 
entails flpon those who accept three Aksharas, the 
rejection of what is on hand and acceptance of what is 



far remote. For the that is endowed with 

c. 

and other attributes is the one that is the topic on 
hand; but the attributes are not compatible 

and hence they arc rejected. And the one that is out of 
context namely the lada Prakriti is accepted. 

Thus this abandornment and acceptance are taken 
only because, otherwise, there is serious objection. 
Now an illustration from Meemansa is cited. 

There is an injunction like .• 

which enjoins an yaga called 
Again there is an injunction like 

Here a doubt arises; Is it an yaga 
which is ordained as a guna cTT^mit for the first of 
or beasts, or is it a separate sacred rite. If it is a 
separate scrificial rite ordained, complete by itself, (hen 
it is objected to, as a lengthy process of scrificial rite; 
and there is the rejection of what is on hand. So, as it 
is referred to by the pronoun it is ordained as 

Guna in the former sutra only for the sake of the fruit. 
If so why should it be named as ? For, the 

relationship of subordinate and principal is justified 
only through panegyric psalms as a part of yaga. But 
this course lands us on another difficulty. For 
shall have to be enjoined with stotra and^ 
with Phala; and thus there will be disintegration of a 
a sentence. But the objection does not stand; because 
as a already connected with 
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Hence it cannot be enjoined again. • The relation¬ 
ship of support and supported is nothing but action and 
means. But srfTa^srcrqTJTand cannot be 

> s’ 

related as action and means and hence we shall have 
to forego the relationship of support and supported 
and . So we shall have to accept the 

relationship of part and whole (sTirtf*! . Jn the 
sense of is not enjoined. Hence as 

already hinted, the connection'of the panegyric psalms 
and the connection of Fala as constured with the 
injunction (as a whole) would disintegrate the sentence 
into many statements. 

The word as a pronoun recapitulates only 
that which has gone before; and hence this 
is a different yaga, or a sacrificial rite; this is the 
sidhanta. 

Here in this context just as on the strength of 
objection of disintegration of the statement 
and will not amount to a constructional 

defect though the word is used here; For here in 
3TtjTt:id TTcT:, cannot be one having the attribute 

of hence it is rejected, though it is the Topic 

on hand. And 31^?; as STftfcf (insentient) though not 
the topic under consideration is accepted. 

The order in the sutra is in consonance with the 
order in the topical sentence. In the first sutra the 
topic is the beginning sentence In the 
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i Sntra is in the masculine gender because 

rih T^:, the word 'TT: is in the same gender. 

Bhashya corroborates this fact, by stating that (Vishnu) 
is 'TTrT; TT:. This sort of statement is made in order 
to prove that and the having 

the attributes of and others as mentioned in 

fq=q are one and the same; so in sutra 
it is cited as 3fq^^qTfq so that this should not 

give rise to a doubt that 31 mentioned in 

is Vishnu; while q’^cT: h^;) this" 3T^T^: 

is some one else. In the second sutra the 

sbruti that comes after this is the 

topic. Still next in the third sutra () 
the still next Shruti T'^cf: ^qq'jf is the topic. 

Thus the order of the Shruties cited is followed by the 
order of Sutras, 

Now' he critically reviews the interpretations . of 
others— a doubt arises whether endqw'ed with 

attributes like is Pradhana or Prakriti or 

Jeeva or Paramatma. Just as anklets and other 
ornaments made of gold are similar to gold {in form); 
so also a snake imposed on rope has the same form as 
rope; So the world, insentient, cannot be similar: to the 
sentient Brahma. Hence it can neither be the material 
product nor illusory product of Brahma. So naturally 
the world as stated in the insen¬ 

tient Prakriti is the material cause. But the word qtfq 
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if it refers to agent cause, then also can be the 
cause of the world depending upon the result of his 
past actions. (For in the cosmic creation .every sftsf 
must be supplied with things he is destined to use for 
his living. Hence is the cause in the creation of 
those things.) 

When matters stand thus we find in the remaining 
part of the sentence stated that (q": 

: the cause of creation is one endowed with 

the attribute of ominiscieiice ) and hence the 

insentient Pradhana cannot be the cause. But as against 
this you cannot object that the is stated to be 

3r<;T <T^ has a superior to it and that 

superior again has one superior to it); for there 

means Maya or being derived from the root 

EFTjf (which consumes the effect) and ultimately means 
that Brahma (which is aitiTT) only is referred to in 
(3Tt^TT^ This view is upheld by Bhama- 

tikara. In arSif^FT TT: Akshara refers to only 

3lo?iTficr or uiimainifest, being derived from 

As for the objection that the world is not the effect 
of sentient self (it is accepted by us) it is true. For the 
world is said to be no effect of Brahma. Similarity is 
necessitated if that is true. But the world is the illusory 
appearance super-imposed on Brahman. Illusory 
appearance is caused when a thing is super- imposed on 
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a dissimilar thing, as in the wrong perception of 
“Yellow conchsheU”; For the “Yellowness” is imposed 
on a white shell! So similarity is not re.*;uired in the 
sidhanta. Thus the Adwaitins argue and is expressed in 
Bhamati. 

A delusion, which is caused, does not require 
similarity and describes For one fallen in the 

beginningless current of Nescience and its mental 
effects (TWTr)does not deserve sr^ifirr. ThusBramha 
is fit to be known as an object of worship 
and not Pradhana or Prakriti not Jeevatma. 

This is not reasonable. For the discussion about 
distinctionless ) object does not suit this pada. 

According to Shatikara-organisation of the Pada the 
topic of Brahma-delusion is introduced in Arambhana- 
Adhikarana. Hence here a Purvapaksha cannot be 
raised assuming mutability or In the Arambhana 

Adhikarana the commentary of Shankara describes the 
theory of ‘illusary appearance’ stating that the cause 
Brahman is indentical with the effect,' which cannot 
exist independently of (the cause) it. This Adhikarana 
is inclusive of such other Adhikaranas as 
which also states that the world being insentient is 
distinctly different from Brahman,cannot have Brahman 
as its material cause. All this constitutes the Prima 
facie view. But the Sidhanta contends that inspite of 
disiniilarity between dung hill and scorpians, causality is 
established. So Brahma can be the material cause of 
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the world. Thus illusory appearance cannot be found 
without mutability. Thus the doubt that causality 
cannot be established between too disstrhilar things is 
found refuted in the Sutra itself according to Shankar 
interpretation. Therefore here also the same doubt 
cannot be entertained as Prima facie View. 

This Vivartavada is notin conformity with Shruties.. 
For this Vivartavada requires the instance of Rope and 
Snake. Biit in Sliruti we find the instance of spider 
and otliers which do not conform to Vivartavada; 
moreover the word used in the Upa-- 

nishad cannot be used in the context of Rope and Snake. 
For the Rope is not said to be the womb, (Place of 
birth) of Snake which is not born of it (rope). 

Besides the one, who has the attribute of 
and who is is said to be different from the 

embodied soul and is credited with 'divinity’ and 
‘unlimitedness*; So he cannot be Jeeva. 

Really speaking on the which has no attri¬ 
butes can be imposed false attributes 

ascribed to it from which ^ can be adduced. But to 
an aspirant who desires to get him-self disillusioned 
from the illusion of difference, you must preach the 
lesson of identity and hence the talk of difference and 
its cause would be out of context. Nor can any one 
contend that the talk of the illusion-identity of condi- 



135 


tioned is conipaMble with disllusoning the illusion 
of difference and its cause. For to dispel one wrong 
notion (illusion) one shall have to conceive two 
illusions. No doubt the illusion of difference audits 
cause is compatible with unconditioned and pure Brahma 
by implication. For it is inclusive of the statement that 
in his system (Adwaiti) as in the system of Dwaiti, the 
cause of attribution stands unexplained.-. So 

the attributes of “Heavenly Being” and others, which 
arc not applicable to Prakriti, can refute both of them. 
For one can very^well state that Jeeva is superior to 
and thus by mere statement of difference also the 
refutation of both is possible. Therefore it is not 
reasonable to refute each one of the two separately. 
Besides when it is possible to disprove one after another 
the claims of Jeeva and Prakriti with the attributes and 
difference respectively, the neuter gender (only in 
faminine gender or in neuter) is used, the use of 
(masculine) is inopportune. But in the interpretation of 
(mine) Madhva (masculine) is used justifiably as 
Pradhana (Prakriti) and the conscious are 

both refuted one after another. This includes the 
reason that the word is not used. 

Some again argue that the attributes and 

others belong to Prakriti only and the superior to the 
superior to sr^TT is as a Purvapaksha; while the 
Sidhanta is that both belong to Paramatnia. 
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Raghvendra in his Prakasha explains at tength the 
whole of the argument. The .doubt is whether Purusha 
and Praariti are treated in the sentence or Para- 

matma. Then as Purvapaksha it is argued that in the 
sentence visibility suspected in insentient 

things like earth and others is denied. Hence the 
insentient Pradhana belonging to that class is one 
having the a^ttributes of invisibility and others. It is 
which is the source of beings. But the one superior 
to the superior to is the Purusha who is its 

presiding master. They both (Purusha and Prakriti) arc 
the topics discussed here. When the Purvapaksha 
stands thus, the Sidhanta is that all knowingness cannot 
be attributed to Pradhana and Purusha. For the reason 
that the topic of Para and Ap^ravidya is one who is 
worshipped with disinterested work i.s made to belong 
to Pradhan, and for the reason that difference is stated 
as in the statement that he is superior to collective 
Purusha who in his turn is superior to Akshara that is 
unmanifest and subtle element and again for the reason 
that he is stated to have the form of the world as stated 
in srfTrfirsrT, it is not Pradhana and Jeeva buti it is 
Paramatma. 

This is inclusive of other objections also. In our 
system when the Purvapaksha can be adduced with the 
exclusive material cause if the rule of denial is only of 
general then you cannot expect the insentient to 

rise up in the mind invariably. Here Pradhana alone 
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cannot stand as Purvapaksha,asin the Mantraar^T’^’^^fiJ: 

only qualities belonging^ to the sentient class 
of Brahman and the instruments of knowledge like 
the eye, are denied, and %^?fT can be stated 

with propriety. And in the Second Sutra, the differen¬ 
tiating of Aksharas cannot be proved and hence it goes 
very difficult to refute the Prakriti. 

Another interpretation stands, thus. The doubt is 
that whether the one endowed with is Pradhan^ 

or Jeeva or Shiva. Then the can be and 

others that undergo mutability; and then Pradhana can 
beaT£,T^. But in Swetashvatara it is stated(5TcrT5TB'^T^IJiTt) 
that Jeeva (called is called hence even 

Jeeva can be When Purvapaksha stands thus the 

Sidhanta is that it is Shiva as ominiscience is attributed 
to him. This interpretation also is not free from 
objections. For Rudra is said to be liable to be attributed 
with birth and.deaths and. ignorance; hence he cannot 
be called ‘Omniscient’ in the primary sense. The 
Sidhanta that it is Shiva cannot rise, as it is contradicted 
by many attributive marks that exclusively belong to 
Vishnu. Besides the that is is said to be 

c\ - 

!dilferent from which is a synonym of ^sf- 

Thus Ends the 

V c 


-o~ 



Vaishwanaradhikaranam 


In this Adhikarana for the sake of esta¬ 
blishing Samanvaya of the mark of 
and others (the digester of food). In 
■ Brahman, the name of Vaishwanara is proved 
to refer to Brahman. 

BHASHYA 


Vaishvanara is said to possess among 

the other qualities like in such Shruti as — 

“who ever worships meditatively Atman (the master) 
who residirig in the span of space (in the cavity of the 
heart) as Vaishwanara, is beyond all measure 
(sTf^r^q-l^r) or all pervasive (^t) 

Therefore it is stated- 


SUTRA: 




(In the Shruti quoted above) the word 
Vaishv;anara (refers to) Vishnu alone and 
not to Agni; because though the word. 
Vaishwanara commonly refers to both Vishuu 
and Agni yet the w'ord is syntactically con¬ 
nected v/ith Atm&n in the 

Shruti. 
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BHASHYA 

The word V.aishwahara commonly referring to Agni 
and Vishnu, is associated with (in apposition to) Alma 
which exclusively refers to Vishnu alone and hence is 
Vishnu only. 

SUTRA ; 

o 

The statement in the Smriti “31^ W5^1«TTt 
in the Gita is a sufficient ground to 
infer that the Vaishwanara Vidya has for 
its topic.Bhagavan-Shri Vishhu:-- 

BHASHYA 

15—14) 

I become Vaishwanara ancl. ^reside in the bodies of 
animals. This statement in. the Smriti (Gita) is a 
sufficient reason to prove that Vishwanara in the 
Vaishwanara Vidya iS the same"^ Vishnvi' as the one 
called by the nam6‘ of Vaishwanara in the Geeta. The 
word in the Sutra signifies that the sentence quoted 
is a parallel passage (^TTTT^TT ). 

Because the word Agni and the mark Homadhika- 
ranatwa- are used and Vaish\yahai-a is said to reside in 
the body as digester, Vaishwanara cannot be Vishnu; 
but he is Agrih But this Objection'is groundless. For 
it is advised' to viforsfiip (Vishnu) as having"the name of 
Agni, his mark and hi's activity. Besides the reference 
of the wordsarid'5r|r to Agni’ is impossible. 
Again Vaishwanara is stated to be identical in qualities 
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with Vishnu, the topic of Purusha Sukta. The word ^ 
in the Sutra suggests that the topic of Purusha Sukta is 
well known to be Vishnu, 

BHASHYA : 

In Brihadaranya it is stated “This Agni is Vaishwa- 
nara in the Rigveda”, “The supreme one born for the 
right knowledge” the word Vaishwanara is used; and in 
Chandogya- “giving to a Chandala is pouring into 
Vaishwanara” and in Chandogya again- “Vishnu in 
Hridaya. is called Grahapatya, Vishnu in mind is called 
Anwaharya Pachana and Vishnu in the mouth is called 
Ahavaneeya”. These are all the marks of Agni included 
in the word. 

Now in Mahopanishad it is stated that the great 
qualified man who worships well, nearest, in his heart 
Hari who is and will have wanderings at 

his will in all worlds, in all Vedas and in all gods. 
Thus Vishnu alone under these various names and with 
various marks is advised to be worshipped, in that 
Upanishad. 

As it begins thus - STVfJTT §r^and as others 
cannot be thus mentioned, Vishnu alone is Vaishwanara, 
on the strength of the statement that all others than 
Vislmu are different from ‘Atma^ not being accepted as 
all pervasive, and as they are different from ‘Brahman’ 
not having qualities in abundance. The one tprimarily 
connoted by the words and STTrBR is Vishnu 
alone. 
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Again Vaiswanara is described in TaiWafiya as 
Vishnu in the form of Purusha in the mantra- ‘‘From 
whose mind Chandrama is born and from whose eye 
Surya is born”, “in the same manner.here in chandogya 
Vaiswaranara is said to be one having head identified 
with and the eye identified with and 

his Prana beiiig' The word ^ in the sutra 

suggests that Purusha sukta is knowm to refer in all 
vedas, Tantras, Puranas and others. Thus in Brama 
(Purana) it is stated- “Just as Purusha Sukta in-variably 
refers to Vishnu primarily, so also let my mind be 
completely absorbed in Vishnu always”. 

In Chaturveda Shikha- It is stated in Purusha 
Sukta that Purusha is thousand headed, thousand eyed, 
and thousand pairs of legs”; so also here “That is Hari 
who is meonceivable, supreme, the first cause, 
brithless, and deathless”. 

Then again in Brihaf Samhita- “Just as Purusha 
sukta fully and chiefly referes to Vishnu alone, so ail 
vedas, vedangas oh Narada do not”. The world and 
Vedas are born of the limbs of TIari and; those limbs are 
known by the names of those things; (in identification); 
for instance ‘Brahmana is his mouth’. 

Thus spoke Narada. Hence identification does 
not amount to a contradictory statement. 

SUTRA: . 

For this very reason Vaiswanara is neither 
the (Presiding) deity, nor the (presided) 
element. 
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BHASHYA : 

Though the words Agni and Vishwanara are known 
to refer to the element of fire and to the deity, Agni, yet 
for the reasons given above that (eiement) and that deity 
are not referred to. 

SUTRA : 

Jaimini thinks that there is no contro- 
diction even if we admit direct and primary 
reference of words like Agni and others to 
Brahman and for practical purposes using 
them in the sense of material objects like 
fire through ignorance. 

BHASHYA: 

The words Agni and others do not refer to objects 
like fire and others. Still to conduct practical business 
these words which exclusively' cannote primarily 
Brahman are used in the sense iof others through 
ignorance. This explanation -is considered not 
contradictory by Jaimini. 

These opinions though different are not considered 
opposite to each other on the strength of the statement 
in Skanda- “some opinions taken out from the .all- 
compfehensive thought of Vysa,- as the space resbvicted 
by a house is . differentiated from the all, pervasive 
space,- are dealt with as their own, having accepted 
them as their own. 

SUTRA: 

Ashmarathya considers a hymn fit Co be 
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called Agni , Because when Brahma is worshi¬ 
pped through Agni, he manifests himself in 
Agni. {srfvrsn#;). 

BHASHYA: 

Ashmarathya accepts the rule to call a hymn by 
the name of Agni, though every where it is Brahma 
that is propounded, only because there is the manifest¬ 
ation of Brahman through the medium of Agni. 

SUTRA ; 

Badari Says that by the worshippers, 
Brahma is thought to be propounded in Agni 
Vidyas and hence the hymns are called by 
the name of Agni and others. 

BHASHYA : 

Badari admits a rule that by the worshippers, a 
particular sutra (though entirely propounding Vishnu) 
is considered to belong to Agni and others, as Brahman 
is propounded in that Agni Sukta. 

SUTRA t 

Jaimini states that the worshippers of 
Agni attain Agni hence the hymn is called 
by the name of Agni; because the famous 
shruti’ ’ corroborates this fact. 

BHASHYA: 

Jaimini who has already told us that there is no 
objection even if we admit direct and primary reference 
of Agni and others to Brahman, settles now the rule of 
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hymns by the attainment of Agni and others. He 
corroborates his statement by quoting the shruti- 
“He who worships Brahma in what so ever manner 
attains him in the same manner”. For it is not 
proper to attain a diffrent god from the one he has 
worshipped. 

SUTRA ; 

Because the shruties state Vishnu to. 
reside in Agni, therefsre you cannot doubt 
(how one attains Agni by worshipping 
Vishnu in Agni). 

BHASHYA: 

The shruties state Vishnu to reside in Agni. Now 

those shruties are 1) 2) .aTtTrT’TtT: 

these and others. 

Thus ends the second pada of the First Adhyaya. 

BHAVADEEPA : 

This Adhikarana treats the samanvaya of the name 
of many marks like digesting, in Brahman, though 
those names in the daily world belong to other things* 
Support of the Homa or Sacrifice, Limb or part like 
Grahaptya (of sacrificial fire) are the Charactaristic 
marks of Vaiswanara which are to be proved to belong, 
to Vishnu. 

In the last Adhikarana and other 

c 

qualities are said to belong to Vishnu. Among them 
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vas one attribute called which in its turn, in 

he fifth Vaishwana'ra Vidya is " said''to 'beldhg'to 
I'aishwauara by the use of the word srfirf^TTT’T. 

Raghavendia brings out subtle meaning by 
applying the ellipses. In the Teeka we read-r 
this has been straightened into 
ff^T sr^nift'crv. OriginaV form of doubt was whether 
ishnu or other. Now with the help of the additions it 
“Is it only Vishnu or is it also other”. - 

Now Puryapaksha is that he is not Vishnu only; 
it it may be the ,name of a god of .fire or an 
emeiit of fire, depending upon the Sutra 
gain if Shruti refers to Vishnu then the popular 
iiJance referring to lire, will haye no basis. If all 
)rds like Agni refer to Vishnu primarily, all lores. or 
dyas shall have to be called Vishnu Vidyas. And 
m, the usage of distinction like ‘This is Agni Vidya’ 
his is Atma Vidya’ cannot he justified. But this usage 
well established, which proves that the word ‘Agni’ 
d others denote fire; Hence the words like Vaishwa- 
ra do not denote Vishnu, as that contention runs 
tinter to the decision arrived at. This popular usage 
mot be accounted for; in any other way. 
erefore the word is coiiirnonly used to denote Agni y 
i Vishnu both This beings * ' 

/andwa compound changes its % at the end of arfifr-- 
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' l- f ; ■! i - fi- • ;. .. .. 

tb3TT^ bfrtlie SuUa As in both 

3TP’T an«d cannot be denoted at one and the same 

o ■ ■ . ■ ’ ■ . -.-..I 

time; So identity between the two cannot be argued out. 
For Sliiuti inehtions Vishnu along with some insentient 
element like fire between which identity is imfossible. 
Therefore it is settled that Vaisinvarana is not Vishnu 
and on the same ground he is not Sarvagata. 

Now we come to the. Sidhanta or final decision.. 
Following the direction given in Nyayavivarana that 
when there is common Shruti, it is the particular Shruti 
which settles the question, the reason is expatiated 
upon. This Vaishw'anara is Vishnu only because • 
Vaishwanara is in apposition to the word in 

But as there is Common usage it need ■; 
not be argued that the use of Atman only leads to a‘ 
relapse into an inextricable mess of doubt, for Atman 
is exclusively used with reference to Vishnu and Vishnu 
alone. Hence Vaishwanara is proved to be undoubtedly 
Vishnu. 


?5TOiT7<ji arwT# 

Raghavendra cites Sutra as only and 

makes a. statement that 

. while in Bhashya.it is stated under this 

Sutra that ?riTT^?JrTSr5[5r^: and Teekakara cons-r 

trues the Sutra as But 

Raghavendra finds no ^ in the Sutra; and construes the 
Sutra as only clearing the possible doubt and not as 
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mentioning the Hetu and conjoining it with the Ketu in 
the pievioiis verse.■ ■'i>' V. 

Teekakara introduces the Sutraihus-* Let Atman in 


the Shruti be used in Jlie seedndary sense; and let all 
the three-the God Agni, element of fire, and Vishnu, 
be referred to by the word Vaish'w'a'ndra. ' ’'Raghavendra 
offers an alternative. ' The pliiral in '(in the 

Teeka) is due to flie fact that ahotlfer Shiuti included 
in the one ihehtioned' before, ‘might be Su]5p6rting the 
use of plural huiiiber.’ .Evert ‘Vaisftwaiiafd ' iS not the 
only w’orci.also might refer 
; to Vishnu. ,Parallel reference from Smriti also includes 
i-,pther Smrities^ bfce ?TITT^T^,tt^^#‘,Qnly one is 

i* called by the nante nf .gods,.and 
i. all names enter into him. , 

f Raghavendra utilimately frames jbip syljlogistic form 
! out of the short Sutra thus— “In Vaishwanara Vidya 
f' Vaishwaiiara ’ is 'Vishnu Only;-Because in Gita also 
; '(3T| #5TT5TT: I'fd) ' Vishnu is said-to be Vaishwanara. 
Let the be; but* why admit'sadhya ? Because it is a . 

,parallel quotation”..;. .... 


i <ra%«s5TJfrk 

i .,,,,First in both .the Shr^ties qp determining, factor as 
*, to ^w^hichjjf theipjis stronger mi .acepunt of thejr exclu- 
r..:siveness,. asc^ta,med,. then s^cjal^hfutie^ me found 
[. out Vaishwanara;. is .said to have the .activity of 
i' inducing digestion which is foe natural activity of Agni. 

: This attribute is of the nature of activity; so it was not 
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included in the group suggested by the word ‘and othe 
used to include cbaraGteristip marks, but is includ 
in the Sutra separately. 

* To make, this explicit is stated to be 

Brahadaranyaka. .In the same inanner there are mar 
of Agniin in Brahma and 

Chandogya. To construe: these reasons Vaishwana 
connot be Vishnu alone;, he can,be also Agni. We sh£ 
have to make out inductively the conelusion taking £ 
Vaishwanara Vidyas into consideration. Or when 
conclusion, is drawn taking individual Vidyas, then tl 
parallel citations should be taken into consideratidi 
Justann SidhantaST^ is adduced as 4 

parallel statement, so also is a parallel citatid 

to I 

The Mantra is quoted and interpreted to prof 
the identity in sense with Purusha Sukta. As it clea| 
states. Vaishwanara is also Ag| 

But only on the ground that there is similarity | 
Shruti you cannot run to the conclusion that there;| 
no certainty regarding Vishnutva of Vaishwanara. )|| 
though there is similarity of Shruti yet there is t| 
question.of exclusiveness and inclusivcness which wl 
ultimateil^ determine the meaning of a word. There | 
Gayatti Adhika.rana .• in the unfamil^ 

tvords like are shown to refer to Vishnu witli| 

positive purpose. But here the words like Vaishwans| 
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are not exclusive but inclusive of other Senses. Thus 
there is no repetction. In ’TTTcTTT. Vishnu is 
ordained, to be worshipped with the name, mark and 
activity of Agni. Here stictTf cannot refer to any other 
than Vishnu. Thus the word with exclusive sense sets 
aside the claims of an inclusive word 
and settles that Vaishwanara is Vishnu. 

But meditative .worship, considering it a bit different 
from apprehension and hence useless, activity,, should 
not be lightly treated. Hence in both Sutra and Bhashya 
the word sfe or vision is used in its place. But, as in 
jfrfffSf sifirt one should contemplate a woman 

as fire (which she is not), this meditation may not be 
considered as constant contemplation of a non-existent 
thing. For the Vaidikas would never prescribe a 
poii-existent thing, , ^Besides the parallel statement tells 
of an existent thing as in 

Here Raghavendra offers three types of introduction 
to in the Teeka and exhibits his prolific 

imagination- ifts ^^»Tr5rr=5^ 

(Vaishwanara has that sense which is decided not in 
Controventjon with this parallel (other) sentence). I) 
Now the first meaning in the other sentence is the 
parallel statement viz., Now the 

meaning of the statement under dispute is the same as 
the one settled in the parallel statement un-objectionably. 
Hence it cannot have a non-existant s»nse. 2) But if it 
is objected that in (head is fire) two are 
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: pid,tq,lje one which h not existent- Tp .this objection 
the reply is^ that yvhic^ is the tin-ofcjectiohable meaning 
of the paraliei statement is the meamiig 6? the present 
statement. ^ fts parallel stateraeni is 
This"will be explafned later' bn. i) br 'the llmijs of 
Vaishvyanara are idehtiiied'witK ' and others 

which (identity) is unreal.’ So' it is stated 'that the 
identification is libt''False' but one r6af, iheatiing * that 
there-ik id'entiiy ' betwCeh'tWo' things ^ bf which one is 
. ’prodtibe'dfro^'^ the bthbr? That is the meaning of ’ 

' 'anH otiiereV’sb if is^fibt''an hfirealiheanihg. 4 ) Theii\vhat 
is*the ifiealn'ihg 'bf Wftftd'' ^he'meSnlng is 

‘ 'Ih ahotKer'^ntehee it is'^'Stated that ifi* this 

•fire 'go'ds b'fferh's oblation' tlie semen. • The’ ntfeaning 
thaf available'here'is the-nieaiiihg' of thb first quoted 
'Sehteiice. The feaf' meaning'available here is^ ‘the 
shp'^brt'for^tbe obljitibn'6f Tire’. ■ Aiid'this shbtfld be 
construed' ’with th6 senteilde • ‘Here 

idenVify bf meahirfg' is' Sought’' wilh^tlie pfe's'ent Shruti. 

’ In the Shruti-he'is d'escribed’as because he posse¬ 
sses marks like the befirCr of Vajfa(a povVerfiil 

’ifiissile'. ’He'is becabse everything depbnds'upon 

his sweet will''Khovvledge aiid'Others are called 
tV'iiy; or qualities or'aftrlBut'esV Ifhe'OTh' ’ which’ are 
ohiinscience and others are under his control; Of' he is 

. Thefbfmofev^ry^thmg. ' 

; The word %«? refers to Shruti. If. in.thatqontext 
w'eknoWi thp coniipencement (3'T.^).4n4,thb<?qnclpsion 
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) and the niarks,, 


VA <• r • ■■';' •••! 
they serve the purpose 


of deciding their relative capacity; then we find that 
words like arictTT and are cited in Upakraina and 
that settles thcSliruti to belong to Vishnu and ultimately 
these two words settle the context to be predorainently 
Vaishnavite. Thus the word Vaishwaiiara occuring there 
naturally refers to Vishnu. a constituent part 

of the Sutra is further explained., 


Here a doubt arises; In the Purusha sukta’ because 
Stand ^ are born of the head and other limbs of 
Paramatman, the Purusha is said to have these as his 
head and other limbs. But in Vaiswanara Vidya 
Vaiswanara is said to be identical with Vishnu. Thus 
tliere is no congruity in meaning in both these smrities. 
How to reconcile these two ? 

In reply to this, the follawing statement is made. 
Though identity is declared between the limbs of 
Vaiswanara and the gods Surya and others, there is .no 
opposition meant between the Purushukta and Vaish- 
vanara vidya. For in this shruti identity is stated to 
show that the w'ords beginning with and others 

cannote origination of ?r and others. Thus there is 
agreement of opinioti between the two shruties. 

But in Chandogya 3ha;shy«t, it is stated that the 
particular limb i,s called because it is the 

support for heayeii and it is highly lustrous. For the 
relation-ship of producer and p^ojipcqd ijj in^ipative of 
the relationship of supporter and supported. It is to 
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be noted that the place of origination is also the place 
of subsistence and dissolution. This is corroborated in 

In this Sutra words like srfrff and are 

famous in connoting the element of fire and the divinity 
of fire; still on the ground of exclusive reference to 
Vishnu of associate words like SficfiT those words refer 
to Vishnu only. Jayateerth in his Teeka noted that the 
. mention of words like and others was to extend 
; this law of reference to other Vidyas also where the word 
; 3Tf^T is used to denote andand yet it "must 
; be made to refer to Vishnu alone on the strength of the 
exclusive associated words like SfRiTT. 

' Raghavendra expatiates on this by stating that the 
word and others in other Vidyas like Sffr?!, qTf 

^ and others* are popularly known to 

f refer to other than Vishnu and to belong to Vidyas not 
describing Vishnu. Yet they should be made to refer to 
Vishnu on the strength of exclusive Shruties of Vishnui 
■“ and the different names of Hymns and Vidyas also 
I should be justified. 

Jaimini considers it no self contradiction even when 
and other words cannote Vishnu Primarily (^flJ^TcT) 
Raghavendra, to leave no scope of ambiguity explains 
in clear cut terms the word which according to 

him means without any other reference. 



'f^^eans explicit jv^^al reference viithout ' ^ijy sec9ndaify 
i^reference or im^Ijicatioh di^e to\|ie inpapatiatjpn fif 
^Primary meaning. 


>,''.rv 


V Then arises the ej^estion o1[ the^publicitV of the^uge 
>|pif th e word in anoth er- mean iti g J^other. th B,rj^man)[. 

phis is justified on two grounds. If the learned use this 
5|iyord in the sense ,^ 0 ^ aTH^T,it .is. j^s^ tt^void-jt, 
ynhers th^t ptjier sfnse- it.,^, 

I » V. .'I,' \ ‘ ! ;s 1 J. '. ■ ' I'sf* ; ' '■ It 

fe' A&maraJthyacharjia •oonsiders-i that Brahman hafe 
Jpanifested lafohis: Own .wjik\»i-M«noe>am all those sutrfep 
|there is no objectiod t^ EtBahmahiis deacribetband Agn«i 
fi.s not despribed. Because these S(^ called Agni t^mns 
lare used t'o 'meditate oVBrahmari ^nd iBfahman a‘t his 
^wh witt is mamdi^led tirrO^H^^!^ o^ri^ ' 

ifiibiicity and usage'ofthose hymns oPAgni and others 

■■ i J ■ ■; I /i' f ' “i * ■ *' I r ^. V • ■-I ' ■"> 

|are justified. But you sholild not suppose tha| .Brahaman 
|ubordinates himself to Karma, or shows liis inability 
lorn-anifeslf elaewhered'i I ■ jrunt- * 1 = i- 
pw mr 'i ti- _ I 

I ^gni 

;ibecause the votaries of Agpi recognise Vishnu in Agni 
md others-only, and lienee they are called Agnijtlymns. 

t - 'HV-'V ^ t ‘ - .» ? -wB 1 

|:r 

I-; Raghavendra detives the meaning of‘Sroffd". In the 
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die^J^Ti'a^y’■ df *r©bts ■# is quoted’"aS haviug' tfie’ liieiiSliig 
of ^Axi^^isitioiti’ (: It is'per Vedic grarnitler tliia|i 
if'is palfa^hiarpada'an singluar number. .?| 

Now here a. dou^ arises. We some times use sucli? 
eJcpf'esMpUs'ns '^BMsteads because certain person^ 
asSbbiUted with “bedsteads weep” This is a figuraliy'g: 
expression, and Weeping in'the case of Bedsteads' i| 
Secondary; so !is the-case of the 'tise Of “Agni hynin:s’'?| 
For'this expression lehJIy refefs tO' Bfahina thdu^ 
it is called ‘Agni sukta’ because Agni is the rn'edtam''<^ 
'Brahma-s'manifestatiorr'and Brahma’s worship and the 
place where one attains Brahman; So Agni is-ifigura#i| 
vely referred to in the’ place of'Brahman. | 

This is not correct; for there is no ground for sucl| 
supposition J Because even if Agni, the primary meanin| 
of the word Agni, is used there is no self contradictio| 
even when Brahma is accepted in its ’primary meanin| 
in Agni siikta. | 

Just as in the shruti- “In the cavity: o£;the heart| 
Brahman is said to reside.assuming the form as smai 
as a thumb- which is forniafbr figurative. For the worl 
tvhieh’ eXiclusivOly cbrinotes ■Brahman.*. oCeurs igi 
thd shriiti ’atid' hence if is'-Biahman that ’ is referred toj 
Fliis vyill be propounded in the sutra 

So also in the respective hymns thoiigl 
Agni and others'afe prbpounded, yef because there are 
such shrulies . (all'names'and* aetionl 

belong to Brahman) which are the exclusive marks of 
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Bfahinan which, yet bepome put of ■ p^lpe. /Reference to 
R^ahman is. ptinj^ry ^nd^.usage of calluig them as;Agni 
siikia is only, se.cpndftry. This is the ground qn which the 
krangement of, primary • and. secondary references are 
made. 

But in Rig Bhashya it is stated that- ‘‘pifferent 
f^rms of yisbnu. and .those .residi.ng . in other. g.q.ds. vare 
Irimarily propounded, in Agni Spktaand others, which 
ke the names to distinguish the suktas”. .Thus the,use 
hf Agni and others in association with the,hymns s,ettle 
|iiem as Agni suhta and others., That arrangeniept is 
i^plicable also to Saura, Savitra, Vishnu,, Vamana and 
^ther hyinns. 

If 

r . A doybtis again entertained. : !So..long it was^stated 
|hat .Brahman wasr, worshipped; jand as, a i .result.. of. it. 
’iigui was. attained. This is upreaspnable. Bor Vidya 
Consecrated to some, god cannot help us to reach some 
Other.Rcd Resides is ..assured . and , Bralinpia 

mentioned as ^ is the real context holder, 
f In the Sutra the word =a if not . csompulative, may 
used as .eraser of doiibti . How that. doaibt hasv been 
|fased,<'i has already- been shown.iB.ut in Tattva Pradeepa 
itrs argued “the vajsaneyas alone , are .not Those:who 
Icpept. this. ^ Omthe strength; of the .copulative 
lihietion,' it is stated- in ©thes places also- as in 
pfipT. Otliers also accept in such places as in 
In other places as in 
Ifesides in Snwiti also it is stated 
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Is Vislinu is that the word' 
ih' SSfuiiland SmritiVa#ordS a strong reason as a' 
paralleh stafetiienror a context. Besides there is ho'' 
opposition'in the/ofm of and different usage 


of Vidws,. as pr^ei|i^ed ,by others. This is the meaning- 
of the'reason '^veft in'* the Sutra. 

^ Ragfiavehdfa presents' this very thing in formal 

syllogistic torn. , !The thiiig to be proved (^le^T) is ; 

Vaishwanara is Vishnu and therefore it is neither god: 

/H 'VVT- ' '. < . iV :‘ f ; iS? ■ ■ > : ■ 

nor the , naine of anjClement. In Vajasaneya it is already? 
stated that ihe word is Vishnu. 'The net result is that 

, lif5«.-.F> .■»'( y 

he IS all pervasive. This all pervasiveness is connoted - 


by such expressions as. .. and ^iT. The? 


measurement of aspan even of an all pervasive Brahman ; 
i^^ih -refdfehdfe td an ‘eligible tfo.h'didate,' as the measiire^j 
nfent of^'a''thiimb. This' is rVconciled in the Sutra? 


On tlhe oihe'r hand , some think .that the’t 

measurement of span refers . to. .ithe heart in the hody - 

where Vile form, measuring a span resides, as is stated? 
in Smriti. -tv f^-'v 


t .Some.On the^other hand interpret 'ass 

being identihfed'i with.<Varishwanara*fire’ and then object| 
toiitj‘ButfthishsSiot sodnd. For it should be interpreted^ 
as>^'?one‘^'m?le(t>Vairfw3nara assumes the special form of| 
VaiShwatiaaiis’^Then no objection can be raised. Manyl 
m^i'Fr^doutts^arevaised eaud -? eradicated.' At last 
ini^piBtati®n?sias % fomnd*j in i>-Sutra ,Bha$hya and Teefcal 
stasadst- fidlydustsfied^ % 

Is* Adh^ayaya | 
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NYAYAMUKTAVALI : 

Raghavendra clinches the whole of the Vaishwahara 
Adhikarana into a short and sweet summary, in this 
gloss. 

Here or ubiquity which was heard for¬ 

merly about Brahman along with his other attributes 
like invisibility is objected to; hience a thought link is 
established with the previous portion. In Chandogya 
in the fifth chapter it is stated that he worships Vaish- 
wanara who is Atman transcending all measure, and 
in Vajasaneya in the Seventh Chapter it is stated that 
fire is Vaishvanaira and resides in man and the food is 
digested by him: In the same manner Vaishwanara 
that is mentioned as “gods produced Vaishwanara Agni 
who is born for right knowledge of men” in Rigveda 
is either elemental fire or the presiding deity over that 
fire; or it is Vishnu. This is the doubt raised. The 
first alternative has some strong points in its favour. 
For instance there is the established usage of Vaishwa¬ 
nara and Agni in" the sense of ordinary fire. In 
Chandogya it is stated- ‘Tn Vaishwanara it is ofiered as 
sacrifice”. 

“Grahapatya is the heart”, (^t) and" these 
quotations prove that Vaishwanara is the rescepticle of. 
sacrifical oblations and has Grahapatya (the part of the 
sacrifical fire) for his limb; and this again in Kanva- 
Shruti is heard to be the agent of digesting as its mark. 
If that-has primary connotation in Vishnu,, then it runs 
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couiiter to all linguistic commerce/JBe$ides all arraiige* 
ment of distinctions in Vidyas as Agnividya and other 
Vidyas will be completely up set, when all Vidyas are 
reduced to the position of Vidyas belonging to Vishnu. " 
Thus Vishwanara is either elemental or divine lire. No ' 
one should doubt that there .is uncertainty-about,! its 
being fire; beeause there is in favour of the Sidhanti,, 
the strength due to marks^ parallel statement,. :aad 
context being numerous, and exclusive in nature. For 
express statement is: naturally ,strong among indicatiye 
marks of import.- Besid,es, the^ word pr, phrase. - > 

which means spreading on-all sides iwithout, limit i. e. 
ubiquity is the . attribute of Vaishwanara* -Nosy-when 
this Vaishwanara is uncertain in Tts. sense, then; its 
predeessor- whiehis stated to ber-^^ and Vishnu / 
by the Sidhantee. .j This r statement qlso! is uncejrtain. 
This-is the argument of the prima facie view. 

Now the Ultimate view of the Sidhante;. There.is no 
doubt that there is eontextual reference to Brahma; 
because there is the express statement of Atman in 
association with Vaishwanara there is the 

mark of ubiquity which characterises Brahman mentio¬ 
ned in and there is the parallel statement in 

Geeta (Smriti) Tishall be Vaishwanara’. Besides, this 
Vidya >is:stiijd!Eed 'with ' an enquiry at dhe beginfutmg 
regarding Brahman “what -is Atma- which is Brahma?’’ 
Hen ce its context of Brahman i s settled. In Puriisha- 
Suktaik is stated that his head was the sky -or heaven; 
because the Purusha iiiisukta > produced Trom his head 
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the sky, hence he w&s^aidjitoihavcflieaveorfbpAi'S’head; 
ithe sarae head is said to be; holy fire by implication 
in this Vidya. Thus Pu-nusha Sukta 
^proves to be a.^ parallel statement. Here we get a 
cpnclusive evidence to prove Brahma context. The 
words Vaishwanara'aiid others and.the marks of Agn-i 
.and others, are applicable also to for the sake of 
raeditation. So these words though primarily denoting 
Vishnu, as there is not other way left,, may^ have refer 
reace to other things without projoidice; to the business 
of gwhig and taking based on the usage of words. The 
practice ofcalling, certain Vidyas by the names of Agni 
and others is easily justified becavtseiBrahma is meditated 
upon- by reciting Agni hymns-. (Vidyas); Yishhu: is 
manifested through the medium of Agni; Vishnu is 
remembered in Agni and Agni is attained by the wor¬ 
ship of Vishnu. Thus Vaishwanara without- any selfr 
contradiction is Vishnu only. Hence the . person, that 
is'inentfoned before also is the same Vishnu. The result 
is that the objection raised is.explained away. 

lEnd of iho Socond Pada 

TATTt VAlW'AMilRI : 

Introductim to ■ Vaishvanaradhifcaraira- so long 
after full disGussion if Was . concluded that one who ; is 
devoid of Visibility, and one who is-' grcatGr than the 
greater (than is Vishnu only. This-'is 4iot*a 

congent statem'enti For the attribute of ubiquity of 
one who is invisible is said to belong to Vaishwanara'in 
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(^^^lidogya. y Chapter) In- this 
shruti occurs the word which means all 

prevasive or ubiquitous. Now the word is well 

known to mean Agni by convention. Besides here are 
some attributes like rescepticle of oblations, one having 
for his limb Garhapatya, one who cooks- which are the 
distinguishing marks of Agni or Fire. So we can safely 
conclude that Vaishwanara in Cbandogya is Agni 
himself. Now the attribute srfifrf^TTy?r as belonging 
to Agni means that Agni is all pervasive. Therefore one 
who is all prevasive and invisible is Agni and not 
Vishnu. This Agni may be either elemental fire 
or divine fire (^of^). Besides you cannot prove that 
Vaishvanara in Chandogya excrusively denotes Vishnu. 
For that suppositidB completely upsets the arrangement 
of hymns dedicated to Agni and others. And the appli¬ 
cability of Vaishwanara to Agni will be. unsettled. 

Besides it is not fair to argue that ^hoth Agni and 
Vishnu might be all pervasive without contradiction 
just as both the ether or sky and time are all pervasive. • 
For all pervasiveness as meant by is 

in chandogya belonging to Vaishwanara, and the all 
pervasiveness belonging to the invisible entity are 
both independent and unsurpassable, and thus cannot 
be claimed by both Agni and Vishnu. Therefore Agni 
denoted by Vaishwanara is all peiwasive. As he is alf 
pervasive he is invisible.? In order to dispel 

Ihis doubt Vashwanararadhikarana consisting of nine 
sutras begins its work. 



The purport of Vaishvanaradhikarana is given in 
one line of a versa by Acharya in Anubhashya- 

Syntactically you must 
cannect this with Formerly, one who was 

called (all pervasive) was Vishnu alone 

) ■ He is Vishnu immanent in all Jeevas (which 
;is the derived meaning of Vaishwanara). He is the 
fecepticle of sacrificial offerings; and he is one having 
Qarhapatya fire as his limb. Thus he is endowed with 
these and other marks. He is described with words like 
Vaishwanara and Agnj,and also with hymns and Vidyas 
dedicated to them. So Vaishwanara is neither divine 
fire nor elemental fire, propounded by the highest 
primary connotation. 

The ground for all this assertion is that he is 
endowed with all evidences. This we get by the repeti¬ 
tion of t%^; Here fwTmeans only evidential 

proof. Its expanded explanation is “on the strength of 
express statement like aiTciTJijrd’ (ShruticontainingAtma, 
and contextual Shruti, and the parallel statement of 
Smriti). The stRWfT is ^ stTcFTT. Thb 

contextual Shruti is as it begins 

with an enquiry of Brahma. In Purusha sukta there is 
|he mantra ^Eoff (His head is heaven), 

^bich has a parrallel statement in Vaishwanara Vidya 
Thus by implication there is incontrover- 
able reference to Vishnu, with the use of the word 
Vaishwanara or its synonym). 
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, The marks of fire may be explained as they would‘i 
help phe to ineditate upon Vishuu. Thus accountability ] 
of tliose marks in a different manner may ^be easily | 
shown. The words Vaishvanara and others directly refers 
to Vishnu as being immanent in the Jeevas. But the; 
wise use these v/ords emperically to conduct linguistic ] 
business, referring these words to Agni and others. And;:; 
the ignorant use these words in the sense of Agni and; 
others, through ignorance. Thouglvall hymns Primarily 
refer to Vishnu still there is the arrangement of dedicative ; 
distinction in hymns on the principle of the attitude of; 
the devotees, the manifestation of Vishuu through 
different mediums, the attainment, the residence of] 
Vishnu in different gods, and such others. As stated in ] 
names and forms of hymns and Vidyhs are thus ^ 
accounted for. ] 

The content and the container, naturally assunie| 
the the same from- Hence Paramatraa in the cavity of] 
the heart, assumes the measure of a span, as the cavity ] 
has the same measure. In the sixth Adhyaya of] 
Brahadaranya Bhashya it is stated that Purushottama| 
of the measure of span pervades fully the cavity of the] 
heart. Depending upon the mode of convention, the] 
express statement is accepted as more powerful than the j 
mark; and hence Vaiswanara is accepted as a name of3 
Agni as in public practice. Still depending upon! 
derivation, Vishnu cannotes the mark,without prejudiceil 
to its nature of name. Thus Vishnu may be regarded'l 

without any contradiction to inhere the nature of botll| 
name and mark. I 
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Now the discussion of the meaning of the word is 
concluded. You must syntactically relate 
with In 

there is the characteristic mark of immauence in all 
jeevas and others, which are known to belong to others 
than Vishnu. But all these marks really belong to 
Vishnu only. Thus in this pada all the denotational 
marks well known to belong to others very well find 
this samanvaya in Paramatman. 


End of the Second Pada 



Vaishwanaradhikaranam 

TANTRADEEPIKA : 

The word Vaishwanara is here proved to refer to | 
Vishnu with its special characteristic marks | 

like digesting. is here understood. Vaishwanara 

mentioned in stIcTTH and in ST^TT^TTlfm > 

^ ■ -'’i 

is Brahman only and not Agni. For though | 
Vaishwanara is commonly used in reference to both, | 
Agni and Vishnu, yet it is used with a special word ;J 
as an attributive to Though the word '4 

STTcffT has a secondary reference to Agni, yet does not | 
suffer in significance- So it is quoted as* a parallel | 
statement. 

thus it is remembered n 

in Gita which conculsively proves that Vishnu is 
Vaishwanara. This statement in the smriti of Gita . J 
proves the reason to infer that here also Vishnu alone I 
is Vaishwanara, of^f^RT:. This is a parallel state- I 
ment quoted from the smriti (Gjta). | 

Taking objection to what has been stated, further I 
statement is made : 

;3-sTT jwfqgirfq =#TfnTttri “And | 

others’ (sTTf^) includes the marks (f^q) sfg- sr%is5R | 
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stands for liis aclion, STiTirf^’; affords the word Agni. 
' and prove that it is the 

receptacle of oblations and has Garhapatya as his limb 
or part. These are the characteristic marks of Agni 

show that he is immanent 
• in Jeeva and undertakes the work of digesting or he 
resides in Jeeva as the digester of his-food. So Vaishwa- 
nara is not Brahma. 

This objection is categorically denied, on reasonable 
grounds. It is advised that Vishnu should be wroshipped 
■ under the name of Agni characterised , with his 
-marks, and undertaking his work. Hence that description 
. of Agni can be accounted for in another way-(as 
> applying to Vishnu). Purposely the word is 

used to suggest that the worship is not a meditation on 
some unreal attribute; Besides ordinary lire under no 
5 circumstances can have the appelation of SfirTIT which 
is rrientioned at the very beginning of the enquiry 

arirtri f% Clearly the text is devoted to 

Brahma. Besides this Vaishvanara is considered to 
khave the Purusha form by the students of the Vedas. In 
.Purusha sukta Purusha is described as having heaven 
for, his head and Vaishwanara also is described as 
having fire for his head. That Vaishwanara is the 
Purusha in Purusha sukta indicates the wide publicity 
of Vishnu being the subject of description in Purusha 
sukta. is action in nature; hence it is 

separately mentioned. But in it is dilferently 
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accounted for. Because it is one of the chief marks. It is 
seperately mentioned in Purpose is 

sought for the elimination of well known woi-d. Here 
it is mentioned to show that it can be differently 
accounted for. 

For the very reason of being well-known why should 
not that Vaishwanara be either elemental .fire or divine 
fire ? 

The reply is 

For the very reason that the word 3Trc*TT is used 
there, Vaishwanara is not god Agifi nor an elemental 
fife. But if Agni and others refer only to Brahman when, 
expressed, you cannot conduct linguistic cotiimerce in 
Agni and others as there is no return of benefit in that. 
A reply to this objection is : 

Even when Agni and words are impeded in their 
primary connotation yet not stooping down to secondary 
meaning, mean Brahma. This practice will not run 
counter to the daily practice of using these words in 
the primary sense of Agni. For it is in pursuance of 
the practice of give and take. 

This is the contention of Jaimini. But if Agni and 
words are used in the primary sense of Brahman, then 
the arrangement of different hymns dedicated to 
different gods is upset: 

To this objection the reply is 

is understood. The meaning of the 
sutra then aramounts to” when Brahma is worhshipfully 
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contemplated with Agiii Hymns, Brahma is manifested 
through the Medium of Agni. Hence the hymns whould 
be called Agni Hymns. This is the opinion of 
Ashmarathya. 

This arrangement is also explained in a different 
way-— As the devotees of the particular 

'O c 

hymns find Brahman in their Agni only for their 
worship, the arrangement of the hymns is in tact. That 
is how Badari considers. Just as Agni is remembered 
before manifestation he should be also remembered 
after manifestation. Hence or remembering 

afterwards. 

Another reason adduced, is- 

Those who worship Agni and other gods attain to 
those respective gods; This will establish and continue 
the rule of distinction of hymns. Thus thinks Jaimini. 
It is but natural that. worship of one should ensure the 
attainment of that one only; Shruti now corroborates 
the view of Jaimini. For the Shruti is 

(He gets that which he ardently worships”. 
‘Becomes’ means attains. 

Now a doubt arises “how is it that he attains Agni 
when he worships Brahma ?” 

The reply is- 

i ’ The word ^ is used to remove the doubt. Vishnu 
f; is recognised in Agni and others. For Agni occurs in 
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and Shruties corrobarate this fact in 
The words “Attainment of Agni” means 
“Attainment Of realisation of Brahman who resides in 
Agni”, In the Sutfa is in masculine gender follow¬ 
ing Shrutl. Jaimini and others are named in the Sutra 
in order to show that words should not run counter to 
usage and to show that we should follow the rule of 
hymns. 

Ragha-vendra gives us here the conspectus of the 
whole Pada at the end of it. In the first Adhikarana, 
Vishnu as the awakener of all powers; and his capacity 
to adjust to a little space though all pervasiye; are 
brought to light. 

In second Adhikarana (dedicated to his function of 
destruction) the work destruction is dealt at length. 
In Guhadhikarana, Vishnu as an enjoyer of the pith of 
actions, and his manifoldness inspite pf his oneness are 
reconciled. In Antaradhikarana the subject is that the 
fourfaced Brahma and other gods without the help of 
the supreme lord cannot claim to animate and control 
those who are subordinate to them. In the Antarya- 
myadhikarana, it is argued that all form his body or 
because all are () destroyed by him or 
controlled by him. In Adrishyatwadhikarana it is 
proved that though" f5^ as a substance is different from 
‘the absence of family name’ and others yet the one 
‘different from the visible’is just the essential form of 
Vishnu. In the last Adhikarana arrangement of Sukta 
and others is made. 
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‘I-!' 

Jayateertha in his Teeka tries tQ sejsk the inclusion ; 
of this Adhikarana into this Pada (devoted to the 
Samanyaya of Lingatmaka words) stating that, of many 
characteristic maths hclonging tp ’the name of’yaishwa- 
nara :^t emperically denotes (hings other than Vishnu. 
.But in Sudha the same author contends that the present 
Adhikarana cannot, cjaim inclusion into" this Pa'da; 
for here VaishWanara a name has been showii its Sania- 
uvaya in Vishnu. Nor can this Adhikarana get itself 
included before this; For the Sanhanvaya of marks is 
ireated here. So this . Adhikarana can neither remain 
outside both. Because here we get the Samanyaya of 
^ords well known in association with other things (than 
yishiui) Nor can we keep mum over it. Then Samanvaya 
will not be accomplished. What then is the way out of 
this ? The only way is through many marks that the 
inclusion of this Nyaya is sought. 

f Or it may be sought in another way. This Adhi- 
karaiia has its concern with both the Padas. Its inclusion 
in either Pada is not proper; hence it is a part of both 
the Padas. This is explained by, a passage 

There is a seeming contradiction of the statement in 
the Sutra {^TTSTK(commonly used to denote 
Vishnu and others)with the statement that there 
if words used to denote other things only in common 
isage. 

? ^ The reply is that, no doubt, the of words like 
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denoting both Vishnu and Agni is mentioned in | 
the Sutra itself which means Samanvaya of wordsl 
commonly used ). But here there is Saina-; ’ 

nvaya made in Vishnu of many, Liiigas or marks which ;; 
are known to indicate only other things than Vishnu. ? 
Besides it is but natural to favour majority (manifold 1 
marks) and there is no reason why the first accepted? 
(Samanvaya of marks) should be given up. But these? 
are excuses put forth by the short-sighted. Thus PadU ? 
Sangati is sought. Linga Samanvaya is. the first accepted? 
view. For the word Vaishwanara in its aspect of a J 
name should go to the third Pada for its Samanvaya; ? 
while for its aspect of Linga it is treated here in Linga| 
Pnda. Hence there is no reason why this First accepted? 
method of Linga Samanvaya should be discarded. 

Ultimately Vyasaraja supplies the connecting link of .i 
this Adhiicarana with the present Pada. The connecting :• 
link is of the nature of inclusion in the Pada. Now, if ; 
as in 3TT^l^r in Vaishwanara^ 

is used to mean Agni dr if all pervasiveness is to be? 
found in Aditya and others or if it is found in some? 
Shruti also, and thus-has its application also, where? 
then it has use equally in Vishnu, as is seen in 

and as it is equally used in other Shruties-^? 
which is the eritarien for calling it and it| 

might be called But it is not so. And it is? 

used only in secular parlance. It is not used in sacred - 
literature; hence it has no common usage. 

So this is corroborated in the Teeka of Jaya-r 
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v teerth But commonness- of usage 

^ mentioned in the Sutra is explained in the Teeka as 
‘‘The well known marks of both (Agni and Vishnu) are 
; exclusively used, and hence the Vaishwanara Shruti is 
claimed equally by Vishnu and Agni. But in Nyaya- 
vivaraiia Teeka this very thing is explained as—-“It is by 
convention and by the rule cited in , Antaradhikarana, 
that Shruti is common to both Vishnu and others”. 
And this explanation is to be considered as accepting 
.■ the opposer’s view for the sake of arguement. The 
■ statement also in that “Formerly through the 

' negation of only other application, the word Vaishwa¬ 
nara common to Agni and Vishnu was shown to refer 
^^o Vishnu only. And through this the statement 

suggests an occasion of Samaiivaya of the group 
Of words of common usage”, should be made to follow 
Teeka in the sense that in spite of its being common in 
usage, in secular usage it is used to apply to others; 

: hence it is used here. 

Now in Anuvyakhana ‘The word Vaishwanara is of 
the nature of a name for the reason that the express 
statement is of greater power : than the mark. But in 
worldly affairs it refers to Agni by convention. There¬ 
fore in Teeka it is stated by the use of a name. In 
Anubhashya also it is stated “By many common names’* 
and in Teeka itjis expressed-“Shruti also, as is well 
known, is exclusively used”. Raghavendra quotes many 
'more statements and reconciles them into a uniform 
meaning. 
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; . Thiisif the nature of a name is accepted, inclusidh 4: 
m'the Pada is Suggested, through iHe fruit dr purpose. ^ 
If jts nature is of tlie niark then its iridfusidn is dlrectiy 
suggested, ^ ? 

-The link; after this, is to be sdiight frdiii tlTc ri 

- c f ^ . .I v; 

previous Adhikarana and .its Vishaya Vakkya 6r topical 
sentence ip the form of objection and reply. This is the : 
famous objection based on all pervasiveness thiis 
fdfgirig'a strong Purvapakslia. as narrate in BhaSliya. ; 

This IS a meandering course of collection of‘ mate- 4 
mis for compafi^^ arid critical study with ' alT 
suggestions and implications; and. exteiitibhs to othk 4 
'i'nterpretatioris also has been exhibited to prove the | 
nature of Chaii'drika .and the all comprehensive ' ifitl. ..4 
enlightening glosses of Raghavefidia onTt. 

\!N6w the-subject matter, .the‘ doubt and comiiiefrls rl 
thereon are tMen up for critical Study. Raghavfendta i' 
Applies all the'contcx^al details.. In the Fifth Chapter | 
of 0anddgya in the‘course of 'Vaishyi^anaf-a Vidyai, ; 
inquisitive students of phildsophy like PracheeTishala, ; 
Satyayajha, 4 Indfadyurnna,' jahabudila and Uddalaka 
met.tpgethpr'for .discussidri'alnd _ underataiidiiig “What ;■ 
,is Atma ’ and which’ is ' jgfahiiia?” Though after ‘ long ; 


Thus'the passage begins and pr'ddeeds to say- “He Wild 
contemplates ,011 Vaishwanara who is bf the height of'a 
"span and yet all pervasive" elts food in all places and in 


discussion they did hot' arrive' at a decisive idea, thCy :i 
ap^rpached■ 4^vihg Kekay^ - and said to him- “y'du ha've : 
studied Vaishwanara who is- STRifT.' Initiate usiiito him”, i 
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all animals....His head.'is fife and his 

heart is G’arHapatya fife”.. Fn -tile same manner 

in the 7‘tllChapter of Vajasaneya it ts stated—‘^’Thrs 
fire is Va'isKwanaTa; by whom is digested lood that % 
eaten”, ^Again. in Vaishwanafa sukla-Vaishwaiiara is 
said to be Agiti, This Vaishwarihra mentioned in 
different iplaces Is the tdpic'for study. 

Therefore in Teeka it is stated ‘‘That is Vaishvanara”. 
The prohdiih reckpitulafes 'the forgone Vaishvanara 
ill Chandogya'hpanishad by'Vyay of implied inciilsion. 

(). 'T'orniefly ah the iaVo pad as different words 
like Agni and others that have Occurred in all Vidyas 
in all hymns are shown to refer' to Vishnu by way of 
Samanvaya, Atr these are the examples. For the 
present AdKikaraha serves the purpose of' a vantage 
ground whele'all the objections raised are satisfactorilly 
answered, 

Vaishvanara 'suggests inclusion brothers, as it is 
followed by This Word ts chiefly mentioned at 

the beginning ''Of the Sutfa- as it is accompaied with the 
Word. antiTT "which is of the‘nature of ilistrument” 
(^TSrflT). 

Is it some god‘Agni or is it Brahma’ is the form of 
doubt. The word -aTTf^’ coming after Agni indicates 
elemental Agni. 

After the cdnstdefation of Brahma, comes the 
coiisideration whether in resp'eet of Vaishvanara shruti, 
following the usages ‘ in other references, the. parallel 
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statements, the context and the marks that clearly refer i 
to-vishnu should be made to refer U) Agni or following | 
these canons of interpretation the usage should be 1 
subordinated to them. 

Then naturally we shall have to discuss whether 
there are any objections if these interpretatory measures '■ 
are subordinated to usage. In Teeka both methods 
of interpretataion were considered equal arid hence they ; 
were not decided^. But we must decide it. We must ' 
consider whether it is possible to make the shriui and : 
others to refer to Brahman depending upon the common : 
points of both the medthods. 5 

Now to decide whether Vaishvanara is Agni 4 
or Brahma. If we accept that words like Vaishvanara i 
and Agni primarily refer to Brahama then the-4 
words like Agni and others are found to refer to common y 
Agni and other in popular Parlance. Then we must ..I 
decide whether the arrangement of hymns and of Vidyas 'A 
under their respective names is fair or unfair when the 4 
respeetive hymns and Vidyas refer only to Brahman. 4 
if it is not fair as will be shown later on, then Vaisnva- ^ 
nara and other words refer only to elemental fire, under | 
guidance of exclusive popular usage. But when as pei' I 
sutra : it is found fair, then | 

Vaishvanara and others are Brahman himself by | 
primary connotation as there is no contradictary Ji 
opposition on the strength of samakhya and others. 4 
This according to Sidhanta is the statement of purpose | 
which will be made clear during the course of the | 
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; explanation of Purvapaksha. Clearly this is on the 
; strength of Vaishwahara Shniti which is a Shruti of 
? express statement and exclusive in nature and on the 
strength of the. exclusive characteristic mark. Thus by 
these powerful Shruti and mark, the Samakhya, Praka- 
rana and Linga that'denote Vishnu are set at nought 
and then Vaishwanara is found to be Agni itself. 

THUS THE PURVAPAKSHA BEGINS 

The prima facie view is that Vaishwanara, heard in 
: Shruties like- srirtlTT srzrrffrri: and 

others, is either divine Agni or elemental Agni. Because 
it is Vaishwanara Shruti and it is popularly known so. 
Nor can you argue counter to this that Vaishwanara is 
Biahma because, there is' the; parallel statement in 
Smriti and in • jPumsha sukta; and . there 

is the context in .and there is the mark 

of burning up all sins and all pervasiveness. For the 
express statement^ Shruti, is more powerful in settling . 
the purport than other instruments of interpretation. 

Here Raghavendra adds elucidatory notes to this 
statement. The Shruti that is powerful is! Vaishwariara, 
Shruti, The power par excellence.of Shruti is going to 
! be proved in the Sutra It is in 

that exclusive Linga overrides the claims of Shruti 
but not here. No doubt Sidhanta can quote 
as it can marshal Samakhya and others into its services; 
still brushing them aside or somehow constructing 
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in the> commencing Shrliti and giving preference 
to the last Shruti of Vaishwanara it is considered power¬ 
ful being latter in succession pr considering even aTTriTT 
as denoting Vishnu secondarily^ so ij is not presented. 

Now the exclusive Linga is proved more powerful 
than Shruti no doubt. Still Samakhya and others are 
many in number and hence they retain their right of 
preference. This is a great objection raised against 
Purvapaksha, who deals a fitting reply. To this;— 
“Natural power is of the higher order than poyver based 
on manifoldness of number’\ That natural power is 
the source to many dependents—exclusiveness,.' and 
expressiveness in statement. No doubt the Ppposer as 
well, can command a number of proofs in the form of 
marks “like recepticle of offering, having Garhapatya as 
its part or limb, and d.igester” in favour of Purvapaksha 

on the strength of many vedfe quotations; yet in Teeka 
opposer’s view is said to have been based on Shruti. 

So he adduced an argument only based on Shruti. Thus 
the exclusive nature of Tinga ought to have been, 
adduced as against Vishnu Vachaka Shruti. But that 
would run counter to Shruti introducing words of other 
usages also. Why ? other usages of those words can be 
justified on the ground that words sacred or profane are 
known to have their usages only with reference to 
others (than Vishnu) in Linguistic commerce. But if ^ 
they refer primarily to Vishnu only, they cannot be vised 
at all in common parlance. 

So farxe stand thus- Had the Purvapakshi used 
the exclusive nature of the Lingas as his arguenient 
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: then he would have cqminitted himseljr indirectly to the 
"theory that words in shruti can not, bemused. iO: othet 
i fneanings than Vishnu- which is not acceptable. This 
' very topic is dealt with in the; fourth pada in the 
SAdhikaraiia Thus, it is stated, that if 

I words refer primarily to- Vishnu, then they refer to 
pother things secondarily. , Then, words cannot be 
popularly said to have secondary meaning. For (in 
i a sentence ‘ManavakaisAgni’, where Agni has secondary 
{ refereucp to Mahavaka; and hence the word Agni does 
’not mean Man a V aka. So Agni and others cannot have 
J their secondary reference as their meaning. Hence we 
shall be reduced to reject the popularity of secondary 
nieaning or other usages.' Ragh a vendra offers this 
elucidatory explanation Secondary meaning cannot 
f be quoted as the meaning of the word in linguistic 
. concern; then Agni and others cannot be called words’ 
Thaving meaning other than Vishnu; and they, will be 
' called words having only Vishnu as their meaning. To 
; this objection the reply is :- communication 
-through words is done only among people; and 
people settle the meaning of the words there only. 
It is well known that Vishnu has no wide 
circulation as the sense of Agni and others. In the usage 
;‘-Manavaka is Agni” the primary meaning of Agni 
is not ascertained. From such usage it is derived that 
Manavaka is the meaning of Agni and that is the 
[popular meaning. In the same manner ‘‘Bhagavan” 
the primary sense which is unknown, can be explained 
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otherwise, as it is based on the ignorance of Bhagavan.l 
Words are found used only to mean other things than 
Vishnu. And if words cannote primarily Brahma np'j^ 
transaction in words to mean other things (than Vishnu);^ 
can be made. ' .,| 

.• 31 . 

In the Adhikarana a doubt wasC; 

■c ■ i' 

raised whether the words and others, refer to^ 

Vishnu or some other things. We know that 
and others primarily refer to If such words are;| 

made to refer to only Parainatnia then they cannot I 
denote in daily usage. If they are used, evepf 

though they do not mean it, through-ignorance, then| 
every thing is upset. To this the rejoinder given in thei; 
fourth pad a is thus explained : - pradhana or prikriti M 
as it were the body of Paramatma completely under hisl 
control. If Paramatman is referred to by words whiclg 
denote repectively other things it is but just that thos^? 
respective things, shoulcUbe called by those words which; 
primarily mean Bhagnvan as they are related to him 
his body. To make this course more ea^y it is accepted; 
that words like and others, denote VishniVi 

primarily along with those respective things like; 
pradhana and others. For each word has for its; 
primary meaning Bhagavan with whom respective thingsV 
are related as his body. And hence those words can be 
used to denote those respective things, in routine 
parlance. Thus there is no confusion in linguistie; 
commerce. So Vishnu alone is the primary meaning of 



Words like and others. That is how it is argued 

Out in the fourth pad a, 

■ A man who can follow the polemic subtlety of 
argument will really enjoy the lulling swing of logical 
Reasoning from ope pole of argumentation to the other. 
Now such an argument as the above one leads us to the 
other pole. 'If such an argument is accepted then we 
are reduced to a position of no-other mode, of interpre¬ 
tation than the secondary one as is shown in samakarsha 
Adhikarana. For if words are used in the primary sense 
only because they are related to the primary meanings 
it is nothing but secondary meaning or Lakshana Vritti. 
So in Linguistics there is ,no vachya Vritti or the 
primary mode at all. What then is the absurdity ? 
Vyasaraja expresses that absurdity thus: Indra and 
other words which primarily refer to Brahman may be 
used to denote Agni and others, and Agni and others, to 
denote Indra and others. Raghavendra adds a note here. 
No doubt there is no other remedy against the confusion 
of the usage of words than.. the rule of ; establishing a 
relationship of body and soul between Brahman and 
pther things This is mentioned 

an Teeka also. Tne only thing that can rescue language 
from the danger of un--settlement of words and their 
itneanings is the rule mentioned above. 

i For if words are'Used in the sense they do not 
4orinote‘ then why not use the word in the sense of 
Then as said before the only remedy is 

; yet according to directions in in 
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the 4th Pada, in primary reference every word means ^ 
Para Brahma; yet its conventional meaning in emprical^ 
use is not in the least affected. And hence no secondary 
mode is adopted while such words refer to their 
conventional senses. But not knowing this rule of’ 
the Purvapaksha in the Sutra^tTTW^fe 
argued that there would be no other modes of intefr;: 
pretation than Lakshana. He only knew that evbryi; 
word was related to God who is the primary meaning; 
of each word; and not its special feature that each; 
thing out-side was, as it were the body of God; And; 
such a Ptirvapakshi forced the Sidhanti to accept'; 
complete confusion in the field of semantics (words and 
their meanings.)' Therefore in Teeka it is stated that ih 
the Sutra there is no staisfactory resuscital? 

tion of semantical fixation that was up-set by acceptir:'g: 
Brahma as the primary meaning of each word. We havej 
already explained it. Otherwise there would, have been 
no scope to prove the undesirability of accepting' 
universal Lakshana, in the case of all words referring' 
to their conventional meaning. This is satisfactorily 
solved in the Sutra by stating. that words’^ 

also denote other things primarily. 

So the ;6pppneiit contends that there would be 
promiscuity in usage. Words like t? whose primary; 
meaning is Brahma may be used in the sense of Agni 
which again may be used in the sense of Because 

the primary meaning of both ?? and atfrfT is the same 
(Brahma) and in the secondary meaning there is no 
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prohibition for using synonyms; for in the place of 
*TtTT in Tfirm may be used. So 

also having the etemologica) meaning of Brahma 
will be a synonym of 3tfT?T having the same etemolo- 
:gical meaning. Thus there is confusion in the field of 
semantic interpretation. 

But to set right the things an amendment is made. 
Though Indra and other words denote Brahma primarily 
yet they denote also primarily Indra and Agni. Thus 
there is no confusion. Then the words and 
will have double meanings of the same strength like 
(one is Brahma ^nd anothei is Indra-both are 
primary meanings of the word a?) . Then in both the 
cases it will be equal. To avoid this absurdity, some 
distinction is made so that Brahman is the higher 
meaning and Indra is the lower meaning. In the 
usage- “King is victorious and the soldier- servant is- 
victorious, the application of Victorious” to the king is 
,'on a higher plane than the application of the same 
word to the soldier-servant. Then there is scope for 
inferiority and superiority in meaning which comes 
in the way of primary mode of both. To reconcile 
these contraries the mode in the case of Brahma is 
etemologically derivative while in the case of India 
and others the mode is conventional. Though both 
the modes are primary yet they allov/ some distinction 
of strength in the senses derived. This means that, in 
the case of Brahma it is' (mode of higher 

primary interpretation) and in the case of Indra it is 
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(not the higher mode but ordinary primary 
mode). Ultimately in both cases it is some sort of 
primary mode and not primary and secondary mode. 

But the comparison of Brahma and Indra; ^nd ^ 
king and -victorious is not well chosen; you cannot ;5| 
argue that just as ‘ Victorious’ is not equally applicable 
to the king and his soldier-servant so also the word 
Agni is primarily applicable to Brahma while it is not 
primarily applicable to the other. For the word is - I 
equally applicable to all without any distinction; Jiehce | 
‘Victorious’ in order to be applicable to must be 
“not primary” For no word applies to arty other thing I 
but Brahma in a primary sense. So its application 
need not be primary. y 

Stating that Shrutialsois exclusively dedicated to y 
Vaishwanara now takes recourse to Linga which also | 
exclusively refers to Agni; and hence for linguistic J 
commerce you need not argue that Vaishwanara and j 
other words are used in other senses. Hence the marks , j 
of digesting which belong to Agni and even Atma y 
Shruti have no primary reference to Brahma. Then they > 
need not be used elsewhere. 

Besides if Agni and other words are primarily used 
in the sense of Brahma then the system of hymns and ; 
Vidyas is jeopardized. It is by non-primary mode of 
Agni and Indra this system is dislodged and cannot be 
reinstated. Here a doubt arises. If it is insisted that 
Agni Shruti aid others are strong in implication because 
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they treat Vishnu as their main topic then it is lainning 
counter to Teeka and Sutra Bhashya. For in Teeka 
Vaishwanara Shruti is admitted to be common to both 
Agni and Vishnu. But the admission is under certain 
conditions. Vaishwanara Shruti is equally poweiful in 
respect of both Agni and Vishnu only on tlie basis of 
Shruti or express statement. For this common ground 
is due to the equal exclusive nature of Shruti (express 
statemeht) and Linga (characteristic) mark. Ragha- 
' vendra explains it thus-'Shruti or express statement is 
:naturally powerful., But in Teeka they took recourse 
to the‘common’ in the sutra and giving 

f respect to its propriety and foregoing the natural 
i strength and accepting equal strength’ of shruti and 
Linga for their exclusive nature ‘coriimonne: s’was 
;; accepted. Strength by nature is agreed to by us. So 
there is no opposition at all. 

.'i. 

'i But even this is a considerate concession. For if 
j the characteristic mark of Vishnu viz all pervasiveness 
>; is also adjustable to Agni, how are usage and mark 
i both exclusive in Vishnu as maintained by Teeka ? 

I This question is answered. In Teeka Linga is ascertai- 
> lied to be exclusive only because it has by nature no 
I applicability at all. Hence only, in Teeka the fact 
that all pervasiveness is denied to Agni will be cogent. 
I Or in order to keep up the propriety of the statement 
I in Teeka we shall have to maintain that the purport in 
p favour of Vishnu is yet unsettled and hence Purva- 
paksha remains supreme. For in the Teeka not taking-. 
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recourse to the natural superiority of the Shruti or 
express statement only equality on the ground of 
exclusiveness of both Shruti and Linga is accepted, and 
it is maintained that Vishnu’s claim of being Vaishwa-- 
nara exclusively is unjust. To maintain the'propriety 
of this statement Purvapaksha is ungrudgingly 
conceded. This long argument melts down to the fact 
that in both the alternatives this objection applies well 
to all the previous Adhikaianas. Therefore this 
Adhilcarana comes at the end of both the Padas, ^ 
Raghavendra adds a recapitulatory note here 
which succinctly summaries all the objections to what 
has been said in the previous Adhikaranas. One 
alternative is that the-accepted Shruti has two kinds of 
strength and it has only strength based on the point of 
exclusive ness. In the First Pada dedicated toSamanvaya 
of nouns in the first four Adhikaranas there is the 
Yajapeya Nava; and in its Purvapaksha view you will 
find the objections answered. In the second alternative 
there is the objection against all the theories of 
Sidhanti. Hence it is mentioned in Teeka that the 
thought link to this Adhikarana is to be found in the 
objections raised against the previous Adhikaranas. 
This is well corrbotated in Tattva Pradeepa by stating 
that this Adhikarana is commenced to confirm the 
Samanvaya of both words Of the nature of marks and 
of the nature of substantives so that the aim of both 
the Padas is well. realised. Here are collected charac¬ 
teristic marks viz Atma, Shruti; Smriti, parallel 
statement, context and all pervasiveness, which most’ 
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g;‘ 

I eJRciently prove that Vaishvanara is* VishnUi But tKis 
Jands us on the difficulty of explaining Vaishwahhra- 
I' shruti as in Vogue dedicated to others. In the same 
g manner the dedication of the whole hymn to others also 
I remains-un explained. Thus we are driven to the 
I conclusion that Vishnu is not the topic of that shruti 
s and hymn. Still on the strength of usage, and .' the use 
f of the word Atma, Vaishvanara is said to be Visfantii 
| ;It is thus proved in Bhashya and Teeka. Thus in the 
sutra it is propounded that though' those words 

^ denote Brahma without in any way applying to other 
/ things the wise(yisioned}in order to conduct daily busi- 
1 ness of give and take,use them; in .the sense of ordinary fire 
and othings. Thus this theory-is briefly stated there, 
through; verification The ignorent through ignorance 
; use the words in other senses only (than Vishnu). But 
thewise use them in order to bring usage in Vogue. “It is 
but natural that the stupid riiot knowing the primary 
meaning of Brahmayof alljWprds: mis use them emperi- 
caUy in secular things. But this is further explained thus; 
men both ignorant and wise must conduct daily use of 
give and take of the mundane things; and this business 
is mainly conducted through the use of words. But there 
are no words which primerily mean mundane things and 
seconderily mean Brahman. Hence because there is no 
Other go they tfse the words even in their einperical 
Sense. Aa for the ignorant they are completely innocent 
of the primary meaning of the words to be Iswara, they 

use without any qualms words only iti their mundane 

* 




meaning.: In order to avoid promiscuity they establi^hiKP 
clear, system of linguistics; and under its set|I«^| 
guidance semlar lingusitic commerce is conduct^ll 
unequivocally. The wise also following the 
current do not find any significance in abandoning 
popular use and not finding any purpose seryedg^li 
inventing new usage. Use of words of uny^i^e^ 
convention whose connotation is confirmed by cohsta^l 
usage; is accepted. Because this is the purpose 
popular usage of words. . ; 




Besides some believe that a word connotes 
universal and not the individual. Then for businislp 
purposes, the same word denotes the individual. Ybul 
cannot say just as synonyms are used in the place 
originals sb also Indra may be used in the sense of Agh|| 
as its symonym Vanhi is used there is no dislocation d|| 
linguistic commerce. While there is no arrangement ofel 
lingustic commerce if you use Indra in the place p& 
Agni. For Vanhi has natural semantic power in it 
mean Agni; while it is not so in Indra (Power to iheah^l 
Agni). -'I 

As for dissimilarity of ^5nfr it is astj 

good as Agni is miserable (Agui is said to be thelowest| 
among gods). Here if Agni were to mean Brahma is | 
because he can impose misery on. Agni. For ^ 
misery is incompatible with Brahman in Agni. He is ? 
called miserable because he is the master of misery. He ■ 
is called low because he has the power to reduce him 
to low nature. So Agni is used in the sense material or 
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|4fdivme Agni in lower meaning. If you do not allow 
pthis how do you explain super natural Agni, 

Though primarilp Agni means Brahma yet it is Agni 
ll^ukta as stated above because Brama is worshipped by 
Ij^ecifing Agni Sukta; and this recitetion of Agni sukta 
Ij-Jeads to the manifestetion of Brahma; those devoted to, 
Agni sukta remembered Brahinh in Agni and for many 
IJ'Such reasons it is called Agni sukta, 

Here a discrpency is shown. The distinction of 
^jsuktas is maintained in Rigbhashya on the theory that 
l5=sdme forms of Vishnu which are unmanifest in Agni and 
pothers aad which are called by the name of Agpi and 
I'bthers; while some; others of Vishnu that are not 
Ijimmanent in Agni and*oth”ers, remaining "but of them 
g and being called by the name of Agni and Iiidra, form 
v; the basis for being called by the different names of 
ig Vishnu. No doubt they are all the names of the same 
• god Vishnu; yet they being different names form the 
: eriterian to call the hymns with different names. Biit 
here a different theory all together is adopted, Agni is 
the substratum where Brahma or Vishnu is made visible. 
This really amounts to apostacy. For then it goes very 
unreasonable to call one hymn by the name of Vishnu 
sukta^ another Vamana sukta and a third Purusha sukta 
and so forth' In the Rigbhasha-theory there is no 
substratum at all. In the saura and savitra hymns there 
is no distinction between the substrata, 

In other places the Bhashya theory only is held up 
as highly satisfactory* Hence we expected sutrakara 



also to follow the same theory. So here also to show; 
that the same Bhashya theory is followed, annotations! 
and explanations are given to prove the identity ofi: 
both. There are two kinds of forms of Vishnu; some3 
are 'insid e the d eities wh ile oth ers renia in out si d e, AH 
these fihmanent and trans end out forms have the riatnes; 
of Agni and others. In the former group Agni hymns ? 
and others are distinguished by the names of forms and; 
substrata. In the latter group they assume only the ■ 
names of the forms. - In both the groups all the names | 
primarily belong to Vishnu; while others are called by ' 
those names only on accOu ntt of t heir relations hi p with 
Vishnu. 

To make this point clear some instances from 
Jaimini Sutra (Meemansa) are quoted, just as the word 
sama (^TTtT'T) and its special forms like the words 
pri marily ra ea n speci a 1 (mal o d y) ba sed 

on Rd gveda; bu t n o t pri maiy where th ey mean v ari ous 
R iks on wh ieh they are based; in the s ame manner they 
have been'explained- in Jaimini Sutras Adhyaya II and 
Pada I in and further they are elucidated, 

in Adhyaya VII and retainded in Adhyaya IX. 

In the same manner the words like Indra Agai and 
others mean primarily forms of Brahma Or Vishnu in 
Indra and Agni and subordinateiy mean Indra and 
Agni, past and future. This is the system adopted. 

Raghavendra ex-plains this thus- “No doubt the 
learned use the word Saman in the sense of. Mantra 
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t 

well sung {yet it is said- the word signifies 
: based on Mantra. 'How is this possible? 

. This is further explained in VJI Chapter- thus it is stated 
r and a doubt arises whether the word 

‘ means Riks with music or mere or music. 
: ;-Then it is decided' that they mean Rik with music. 
Then according to the rule or syntax that a sense 

■ exhausted in an adjective will not reach the substantive, 
it rneans “mere music”. Then in IX Chapter mere 

that is mentioned in VII Chapter is again reminded 
here. Shabara Bhashya also corrobora'tes the fact that 
; ^frf^ alone is saman. 

Thus meandering at last we come to the conclusion 
that Brahman is the predorainent sense of f? and 
vvhile. ?? and of past and future are the 
subordinate senses. Otherwise others think that Indra 

■ and Agni and others are different names used; there 

will be no arrangement of hymns. For arid 

r cannot be distinguished one from the other 

as both have the same deity. Even .then when the 
>: system of' distinction between ;Agni; and Indra by the 
use of different words is completely upset in the Sutra, 
the worshipper of Agni through Agrii Suktas and. Vishnu 
■to be remembered again and again—Such aforin.of 
t worship is prescribed. In Vedic “contents” it is stated 
that all the hymns have Paramatma for their respective 
deity ?Tff^TffTc^TT^^ffr). This settles also the 
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arrangement of Yagas or sacrifical rites. Though irl 
the Vedic contents it is ■ 

Surya that is the topical deity of every hymn and he is'^ 
described as the Lord of all beings and the sages i 
describe hini as the' Lord of movable and immovable : 
world; still this god Surya on account of the marks, the ;. 
“Lord or inner spirit of movable and immovable world” ? 
and the explanation of the sages as “Indra Mitra :; 
Varuna are his rich manifestations, is considered as 
other than Paramatma only. 

Here there is reconcijation with Rig Bhashya; for ! 
it is stated that Vishnu is the over-lord of all sacrificial; 
Yagas; still in Yagas dedicated to Agni, Bhagavan; 
immanent in Agni^ and called by the name of Agni and 
dedicated to him—will keep up the distinct arrangement! 
of Yagas. . In Karmanirnaya how Bhagavan is| 
worshipped as the over-lord and enjoyer of all sacrifices: 
by aspirehts of higher and lower orders is mentioned;; 
“The one in the cavity should be bowed down and not 
the one who considers bis body to be himself, not the 
body nor one who respects his body”. 

In spite of the fact that the sole over-lord of all; 
sacrifices is Vishnu, still AghhShomeya and others: 
claim double deities. It may be due to two substrata! 
or it may be due to two forms of the Bhagavan who: 
presides over them. ; 

Now in the First Sutra (tilTRT: 
comihon factor is that both Shruti or express 
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statement and the mark are exclusive in nature; hence 
the word Vaishwanara is applicable both to Vishnu 
and Agni. Still the Shruti in favour of Vishnu (aTTcTTR 
) IS quoted with the adjective 3TTc*TRqualifying 
Iiv the Second Sutra ( ) 

there is’^ a parallel and corroborative ) statement 

like from Smriti literature. Here the 

A ^ 

word-TT: is explained as ‘because’. Ehat is not correct. 
For that meaning is already made available -by the 
. suffixcRff (sr^r) in the instrumental sense in the word 
even without ffd' it can be easily construed. 
Besides there is no exaggeration. Therefore no word 
meaning or reason hi needed. Or in Bhashya it is 
stated that the word indicates that it is and 

, in Teeka it is stated that should be construed with 
But how that meaning was made available 
is explained further. In the First SutracTcT which is 
taken from is construed with it and means 

Vishnu, Then the meaning iS: that Vishnu is Vaisnwa- 
nara. Now in the Second Sutra also the same Vaish¬ 
wanara who is ^Jeclared Vishnu in Gita, is also Vishnu, 
by inference. This is the literal ineaning of the Sutra. 
No doubt in Gita refers to Krishna and yet Krishna 
being the incarnation <Jf Visnnu, Vaishwanara is called 
Vishnu, 

In the third sutra . 

the word srfRis used; and on the strength of the marks 
like “recipient of offerings”constituted with Garhapatya 
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and others “Agent of digestion” and others; and on ; 
the virtue of shruti 5W:’“his residence inside” ; 

this Vaishwauara is not Vishilu. When thus the doubt 
arises^ it is cleared by stating that all these arguments 
are explained that Vishnu is worshipped under these 
names and marks and hence they are not exclusivCi 
But used with Vaishvanara (in the form of 

enquiry) being exclusive cannot be applied to any other 
thing than Vishnu. Besides he is described as . 

paraded to Hence he is the same as . 

in So he is Vishnu because terms easily 

explicable otherwise yield ill meaning to- exclnsive 
application 

Thus the remaining sufras are recapitulated. In 
the fourth, other’s views are critically examined. 

For this very reason irieans,- 
fbv the reason that the word Sfi^iTT of exclusive appli¬ 
cation is used, Vaishwanara is neitber divine fire, 
Thus when both favourable arguments are adduced and 
contrary arguments are disproved, the views of others 
are critically re viewed.- 

Then in the Fifth, first, the Samanvaya of^ Vaish?- 
wanara is established. Then, in the course of proving -; 
the application of all words to Vishnu, common z 
opposition is removed by showing the way and means 
of applyingtiiem for emperical use in the mudane world. 
Without-’taking recourse to secondary mode of appli- ; 
cation in Contravention of the primary mode, all words 



193 


iFrmarily mean Bmhman riot V'iolatitig theif daily 
toguistic commerce. 

In the next four sutfas beginning frorii the sixth 

|'«rT % 3TriT?Tr^fTiTr^:tT5|) in order to explain 

the common objection, the system of distinct hymns is 
iTrartged. 

In the order of sutras, to follow the natural course 
t>f happenings first there should be rememberance 
) Then manifestation ; and 

then attainment, {^ri’1%:). Still after manifestation 
if attainment is justified, it must have remembrance 
ijefore it. Hence usurps the place between 

the two! 

Vysaraj now surveys the interpretation of others 
peginning with such terms as 

ipd Raghavendra presents the case of others in all 
professional integrety though he has not held brief for 
them.' They argue- “We find 3tt?iTfT?T. used. 

iChis as because'Vishvanara is applicable to fire, in the 
abriiach (helping digestiori), elemental fire, divine fire, 
iiiveommon;%nd the word is used commonly in 

the sense of Jeeva arid Iswara, arid then he has Heaven 
for his hea^, as this Is the meaning of the first sutra. 
ieeording'to some. But this interpretation is not sound. 
For Vaishwanara’is also used in connection with aticriT 
Md hence it is.not conimoaly used in the case of three,. 
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While some others count four only (digestion) fire,? 
elcmciilel fire, divine fire, and god who are commonly 
called Vaishwanara, And these four are qualified by, 
characteristic marks of Brahma which are used for' 
meditation by Oupa-manyava and other aspirants, which: 
is or peculiar with Vaishvanara. This is not; 

also fair; there is no reason for digestive fire to bd; 
mentione'd spaparetly from elemetital fire,-which includes; 
it. Besides when it is possible to get peculiar attribute of 
STTr^TT direct, why go in for characteristic mark available^ 
from context. 

Thus two or more interpretations of sutras are;: 
taken up for review and their hollowness in mercilessly; 
exposed. In the course of review he examines another; 
interpretation of the Adhikarana ;-“On the doubt beih^^ 
raised as to I'.ow a limitless thing might be for the 
measure of a span the answer is that (3frvr55H=?^:), 
for-the sake of manifestation for the worshipper. 
concei\es the all -parvasive as of the measure of a span 
in his mind. This is the meaning of the sutra. Why has 
it been given human form and human limbs like head 
and others”. It is because he should be meditated upoii 
in human form, In the same manner the 

other sutras, also are interpreted. Here Asmarathya, 
Badari and other names show different alternations in 
respect of the same topi.c But in this interpretation the 
subjects are different and hence we cannot arrange them 
into alternatives of different persons. 

According to our interpretation the arrangement of 
the suktas is the central topic round which these different 
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alternatives under different names are woven as in the 
:;:Vyakarana And another draw-back 

i is that the sadhya should be understood in every sutra 
gust as in srf^oir#; and in 

No doubt in Sid bant a also the arrangement of siiktas 
depends upon the rule of manifestation. But the sadhya 
! is one and the same, once understood is extended to 
every sutra. To distinguish from this in the opposer’s case 
i: in every sutra a new sadh 5 ^a is understood which will be 
Mn every sukta 

i and its meaning is Directly, that is by no other mode, 
by the most primary mode, Brahma is propouded in 
pall suktas. Still the distinction of Agni sukta and 
p others is established in the mode in no \yay affecting.the 
bheory of Brahma being the predominent meaning of 
! every sukta. This is the view, of Ashmarathya. 

In the sutra there is the Mantra quoted 

Ifrom Rigveda 3T7%qfsrbqt". In that mantra 

means 'TT? because it is the means of motion 
■; and that is the source of Here the word 3iTf^ 

; is etymologically derived. Now 7% is enjoyment and 
3(1% is just opposite to so it is exhaustion which 
\ve find after a brisk walk* is rffd^ itself(3T'^fe: 

But in Tattva pradeepa it is derived 

differently. sprfcT 'IK: 

That by which enjoyment is not derived is the foot. For 
a brisk walk leads to exhaustion. Pada a foot is the 



instrument of walking. And thus walking is the result. 
The result of motion stands for the instrument (foot’ 
of motion^ 

Thus ends the S:econ.d pa da in the First Adhyayia 
of Brahma Sutras vyith Bhashya and the 
five glosses of Ragh.avendra on them. 



Dyubhvadhikaranani 


SUTRA t 

Brahman is the support^ of Heav.en and 
Earth; hecause there is the word STTf^used 
in association with it, 

BHASHYA 

Mostly words and phfeses used to apply to .both 
Vishnu and others are shown to have their Samanvaya 
in Brahman or Vishnu, in this Pada. 

In the mean while it is noted that Vishnu is the 
topic dealt with in the great Lore (Tyfer^rr). There in 
the Atharvana where this topic is treated, it is said that 

sftrf tTT: ; “This 

Vishnu is the support of heaven and tlie Earth and is 
woven with mind and all the vital airs. Know that 
one and abandon speaking of the rest”. In 

“that support of heaven and the earth” both Rudra 
and Jeeva are introduced. For here Rudra is introduced 
as the support of the Pranas (In “you are the 

abode of vital airs. Do not enter me as Killer”. “The 
wielder of pinaka, the lord of Vital airs (or senses) 
and one dressed in skin-All these quotations show 
that Rudra is the abode of Vital airs. 
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“He roams in-ward by being born aga:in arid 
again” This is the characteristic mark of Jecva,-Thus 
both Rudra and Jeeva are introd need here. Consequently 
it is stated. 

SUTRA : 

He.is the abode of Heaven and Earth; Por\ 
the word Atman is used. 

BHASHYA: 

In “.Know him only as Atman” The word Atman 
being used in association with the abode of heaven and 
Earth, this abode is Vishnu only. 

For in Brahma Vaivarta it is stated that, words 
like. Atma and Brahma, do not apply to any others, 
than Vishnu (with all their unlimited richness of signi¬ 
ficance), as others have not ixalised perfection in the 
possession of merits, 

SUTRA : 

>» . c > 

The abode of Heaven and Earth is Vishnu 
only; because the abode is said to be one 
who is approached by the released souls 
and this mark belongs only to Vishnu, 

BHASHYA: 

lie is like the bridge to the release.!. 

The following statements-froni scriptu¬ 
res prove that he is the one approached by 
the .released ‘ one knowing Brahman attains, 
that great, The universe depends upon 
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Narayan, the one praised in Mahopanishad, 
the Lord of Vishwa or the universe and the 
support of the released’. “He is the great 
support of the released’’.* ‘Having reached 
this who is bliss in essence and is called 
Atman’ ’ and many others . 

V^hat is the use of speaking in detail’ 
this(mukti or release and its means)? (Then 
hov/to decide?).' Till the yogi, graced 
with inner vision, preceives Lord Vishnu 
in the Shwetaddepa, he is not released(his 
bliss and knowledge are not exposed free). 
This is the decision arrived at by the 
Shastras. Thus it is stated in Aditya- 
purana (2). 

The Agamas like whose validi- 

. .Vi 

ty is inferred by reasoning,propounds that 
Rudra including Prakriti is the support 
for.all. That Rudra is not. meant here as 
the support of heaven and earth. For no 
word like and which cannote the 

qualities like or (rubbing 

the body v/ith ashes) is found here. ‘Rudra 
who is called Antaka is Vishnuhimself. For 
he is called TTT^Tlff^niaintaining the vital 
airs; and is also called that Isha also is 
Vishnu, Even one who is called Ananta is 
Vishnu (and not shesha). Even is 

Hari for (^^;q'T^;)he .who is superior to 



Rudra is Brahma as Eudra is superior to 
Vanee-and Bi'^ahma again is superior to her: 
or the Brahma is superior to and Hari 

is superior to Th'eir attributes like 

the support of Pranas and Rudrattva are 
said to belong to Vishnu only. 

By higher derivation and wise- man’s 
convention Rudra is explained as one who 
cures diseases and therefore 

Rudra is no other than Janardana.Thus Vishnu 
himself is called Ishana-becausehe directs 
and controls Brahma Rudra and othera. He is 
Mahadeva on account of his great powers, 
Vishnu is called Pinakee because he suppo¬ 
rts those who being released from wordly 
life enjoy happihess par excellence. 

He is called Shiva, because he is bliss 
in essence ; Hari is called Shiva because he 
can with-hold the essen’tial happiness of 
unreleased Jeevas till they are released. 
Vi.shnu is krittivasa; for he creates arid- 
controls the skinny co'ver forthe Jeeva. 
He is Virincha for he creates the world. He 
is Brahma because he grows; and he^^is Indra 
oji account of his imm.ense wealth., 

(So long'by the mode of highest deriva¬ 
tion it was shown that-words W and 
denote Vishnu. Nov/ hy the convention of 
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the wise also, on the virtue of connoting 
capacity all words, in Parana and Veda 
denote Vishnu only ) . 

Thus on the strength of different capa-, 
cities of connotation, words in.Veda and 
Purana denote Vishnu who is pruposely 
signified by words in.all the three-worlds 
and v/ho is also denoted: by words like 
Purusiiottama. 

In Vamana Purana it is stated— 

Just as it is declared that Vishnu alone 
is the primary sense of all names; so also 
other names are not possibly signified by 
the names like Narayana. ; 

In skanda it is declared— 

Purushottaiiia gave names except Narayana 
and others to Rudra just as a king gives 
other places, than his own (to his officer). 

And also in Brahma- 

Keshya gave, though his own,tbe special 
names like Chaturmukha, Shatananda and 
Padmabhu to Brahmn; and special names like 
ugra,Bhasmadhara, Nagna and kapali to Shiva. 

SUTRA 

For-these very reasons,also Jeeva is not 
the support of. Heaven and Earth. 

BHASHYA : 

Many births also are true in.him; for it 
is stated in shruti that though un born he 
is said t.o be;born many a time. 
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SUTRA 

But this should not goad you to conclude 
identiy of Jeeva and Isha. For there is a 
Shruti positing difference or distinction. 

BHASHYA 

■‘When Jeeva knows Isha who is praised 
(hygods)and who has great power as differ¬ 
ent from him, he becomes free from misery’ . 

SUTRA 

For Vishnu is the topic of this context. 

BHASHYA 

In The shruti two lores . are to he 
studied; there is the highest lore whose 
subject matter is • Vishnu. Therefore 
distinction from Vishnu is meant. 

SHRUTI 

In the shruti ITTOT f^ 

.3rfw^2ifr% n (Two similar birds, combined 
together in great amity and love pearch 
upon the same tree of body) . 

BHASHYA 

One of the two eats the fruit of the peppala 
tree with much relish; while the other 
without eating shines on all sides’ . (and is 
not required to eat like the former for his 
sustenance). So these two represent Jeeva 
and Isha one eating for his sustenance 
while the other is n ot.and hence cannot be 
identical. * . 

Thus ends Dyubhvadhikaranam 
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BHAVADEEPA: 

Jayateertha in his ■ introduction to this Pada states 
that vedic words of the nature of nouns and charac¬ 
teristic marks that denote Hari and others, are proved 
in this Pada to denote Hari only on the strength of 
indisputable reasons, Raghavendra elucidates this 
statement exposing all its implications. First he notes 
that in secular usage those words are not used to 
signify eijher Hari or others. Butin order to prove 
special exposition while in search of other Shruties, we 
find in those other Shruties, that those words are not 
used to denote Hari as well as others. So there is a 
; common Shruti for both the meaning of these words. 

• Or on account of common statement or common beginn- 
■ ing or op account of common capacity of application; 
or 01 account of the rule already stated or common 
usage, those meanings are popular. So if one is referred 
: to there is naturally reference to others. These words 
: may directly refer to the substantive or through its 
attribute they may cannote the substantive. 

In the previous Padas the samanvaya of Names 
i and Lingas considering their principal and subordinate 
{ nature, their prioriety and Posteriority were settled and 
: in the first Pada the Samanvaya of names and in the 
' Second Pada the Samanvaya of Lingas was propounded. 
While here in the Third Pada principally the names and 
Lingas, as already applied, are well remembered, and 
' in accordance with both of them they are applied to 
, the same thing. 
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In Anuvakhyana it is stated that all words of the 
nature of nouns: and attributive marks, are shown tO i 
refer to him-self primarily and specially hy^Hari. Ji 
Otherwise the extension of to this Sutra bears no ^ 
fruit. In Nyaya Vivarana it is explained that on the | 
strength of Shruti> it is proved that the reference of " 
words is to both Vishnu and to others, because Shruties 
are available referring to both of them.' Hence they ? 
are considered in this Pada^ 

Though in Nyayavivarana while showing Shrutjes ; 
of common reference. ^ is quoted still, i 

in;TSfyayaviVarana while presenting the Purvapakshd 1 
is quoted and hence that, same ii 

quoted here. 

A cautious statement is made by using in 

.thejBhashya; because in Deyatadhikarana this sort qf ,. 
Sathanvaya is not treated, The Gdittama Sutra refered } 
to in the Teeka ^ Raghavendra expi- J 

ains certain tei^s use-d in the Teeka or in the Shruties ■ 
quoted in the Teeka, ?i?^ssrTffr means which | 

ultimately means^-“All beings find support in Him”. J 
Here you get an instance of nice elucidation of ai 
Shruti by Raghavendra- The Shruti is trq- 5 

Here 3{T^T5T means tTfrfn primordial matter. | 
This has. been made' clear in | 

Ahothbr Shruti that directly refers to Vishnu-is | 

TT’m’: Tfhrffr 

Here tlRTf: means senses. | 
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srif'iT^T: are embodied souls. No doubt this word 

srrf^'T includes but it is separately put to show 
thatdevas are the highest anlong the embodied souls, 
arelhose things that are found in the heaven 
like Kalpataru, and others. ^T^PT: refers to worlds 
and orhersand those that rule orver them aret^if^P^T: 
The are those worlds other than ^ likeVaiiai- 

ntha and others. Those released souls residing there are 
Then aftcTT^^r means Vitally connected 

or closely supported. Thus this Shruti has been 
explained else where by the Teekakara.’’ 

in the Tecka means in Hari and in other 
things. But this Second group consisting of other 
things though manifold is one from the point of 
otherness. And hence can be used without 

violating their manifold .nature. No doubt belnogs 
to the second group and as such it also falls under the 
category of enquiry. Yet there are no parallel statements 
holding up the cause of ; still in the Purvapaksha 
group there are Rudras Vayu and Prakriti and even if 
the word refers to one of them,we can say that the word 
has reference to both Paramatma and other things. 

Or in Teeka there is the word which inclu¬ 

des the mark of being born. You will get more 
elucidation in Chandrika. 

No doubt in Bhashya Pfakfiti group is not one of 
the alternatives. Yet in it is stated 
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neither prakriti nor Jeeva. Hence we are justified ill 
saying that in Bhashya also it is implied. 

Now the thought link is fully exposed. Because the 
word is used, its link with shastra is estab|iehed, 

by the word inclusion in the Adhyaya is 

indicated; And shows that this belongs 

to this pada. The link is of the nature of inclusion. 

This is the solid help Raghavendra offers to those 
who are earnest to apprehend comprehensively the 
sutra and Bhashya of Acharya- 

In the Teeka, Bhashya is explained. Raghavendra 
offers us additional notes to understand the explanation 
in the Teeka ultimately throwing light on the Bhashya. 

is the Bhashya. The meaning 
of so much Bhashya is dilated upon. The shruti quoted 
ends with 3TRTrn' which means that Atma or Vishuu is 
the subject of Para Vidya (Greater Lore). Here in the 
Teeka the remaining part (which is not quoted in 
Bhashya) is quoted. This is done either to help the 
Sidhanta or the knowledge that conduces to Mukti is 
para Vidya; and so the verb^fTT^T implies knowledge. 
The remaining part of the shruti is caiiipleted here just 
to suggest that this knowledge is the means to attain 
mukti. But in Tattva Pradeepa it is stated that in this 
shruti Vishnu is the chief object of knowledge by the 
highest mode of connotation. This alone is called 
fqrq’ which is the direct meaning of the 
Bhashya. 
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If the support of Heaven and Earth is other than 
Vishnu then the object of higher knowlcvlge also would 
be some thing other than Vishnu. Raghavendra here 
observes some irregularity in grammatical construction 
in the Teeka and he justifies that irregularity. The 
pronoun that comes in the place of is a 

grammatical irregularity. . For the pronoun should 
agree in gender with the noun in the place of which it 
comes. 3TTtTcT’T is neuter. So the pronoun should be 
rid and not But jn order to facilitate the raising of 
objection about which is in 

masculine, so is used. In the Sutra 
the substantive is introduced while in Bhashya 

is used and accordingly the topic is the 

abstract noun ^'SFdr^l^rdiT The word srrf? coining after 
?r^T + ^if? includes and No doubt in 

Bhashya d^ft; dual number is used; yet in Teeka 
3T?qq’t «rT. plural is used with a view to adjust itself to 
what is stated. further; Vayu also is adjusted 

further. 

The Purvapakslia is thus fourfold, 1) 
is Rudra or JTljH. This fourfbld should be taken two 
by two- I) Rudra and Pradhana. 2) Jeeva and Vayu 
3) Rudra and Jeeva 4) Pradhana and Vayu. Thus this 
arrangement excludes what is treated in and 

Here Rudra is meant; to present this with reasoning 
the argument used in dT^BTd which is also made use 



of in the (Rudra need not be accepted here though 
the arguement bolds him up) is introduced here. Here’s 
is a sentence describing Rudra as blessing us withjj 
visible and concrete gifts. So it can be very well inferred s 
that the statement of Rudra being the universal support i; 
is valid. This argument is in addition to. explicit j 
statement and clear mark in manifold abundance. Thus ; 
there is parallel corroboration to what has been stated i 
about Rudra. Therefore it is not contradicted by such ; 
statements as Tt is not accepted sbastra; it is only a 
quack invalid argument’. For its validity is proved. 

No doubt Rudra is upheld by Shaivagamas and ; 
others on the strength of a visible fruit; And by f 
inference any one other than Vishnu is inferred; yet the 
statements about Vishnu prove-'.their invalidity.. Thus 
in in Anuvyakhayana this reason¬ 

ing is staled and confuted. Still here on the strength 
of manifoldness of Shruti and Linga and corrborative ; 
statements another argument is adduced in favour of 
Purvapaksha, which stands thus revived. Just as even • 
\vhen it is proved that it is not Narayana on the. ' 
ground that he occupies only a small place, another j 
reason is adduced that he is and to enha- i 

nee the strength of argument: so also here additional j 
argument is put forth for enhancement of strength. ' 1 

Or there is the Shrufi ; henCe ituiay ^ 

be easily concluded that Rudra is the support of all.. | 
And on the strength of this fact all Agamas propounding | 
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&hich. will be of course valid and the inference 
^^concluding the invalidity of such Agamas, stand refuted. 
|£Thus on this Virtue the purvapaksh fares uncontradicted. 

satisfactory . reply is through the corroborative 
||)arallel statement whose reference to Vishnu is 
pncdhtrovertibly jproved. 

I Now the view that Ptakriti is the universal support 
§as stated in Tattvanirnaya is elucidated with reasons. 
|;The sky and the earth being the products of prakriti 
|inay be said to have Prakriti as their support. 

Now the purvapaksha is thus rounded up As 
|shown above the parallel statements exclusively refer 
ito other than Vishnm Again a vaild Agama is inferred; 
sind the unfailing mark of«the support of vital airs 
.?8hows conclusively that other than Vishnu is the 
;universal support. All these disprove that Vishnu is 
the universal support. As for the arguments that the 
support is the topic of higher Tores and hence it mu.st be 
Brahma can very well prove that Jeeva is the support; 
For Jeeva and Brahma are identical. 

/ Thus in both the cases, other than Vishnu is referred 
to. This implies that in other two cases: too, the sanie 
thirig happens. No doubt one of the four is not 
determined; yet one other than Vishnu is determined. 
And the Purva'paksha too stands for support being one 
other than Vishnu, 

Now the Sidhanta is that the word means Atma 
and it is used in association with ‘the support pf 
Heaven and earth’ and Atma invariably refers to 
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Vishnu. And the word that is imported from the 
previous Sutra • concludes that Vishnu alone is the 
support of heaven and earth. 

, -a c 

Raghavendra offers very fine explanations for even 
deleting cej'tain words in the Sutra. . The Sutra ends 
with Ablative; hence it constitutes a reason. Then to 
combine it with previous Sutras ending in the Ablative 
the commulative conjunctionwas necessary; but it is 
absent. So Raghavendra gives a fine, twist to the 
connecting link:. The previous reasons if misconstrued 
should be restated correctly. This Sutra, gives a kick 
to the construed statement and the derailed engine: ($ 
rerailed. If put in syllogistic form ;along with the 
supply of elleptical words, it runs thus. The support of 
Heaven and Earth should not be-taken in secondary 
sense for that is the resort of the released souls. In 
Shruti 3TtTcr^?T in singular refers to 

in the Sutra which is explained as in plural. 

This discrepancy is explained as ‘Class-words’ are used 
in singular though in sense they are plural, is a 

class word meaning the group of realsed souls. 

In the Bhashya the word also includes 
The phrase is similar in use to 

The inference being infested with self-contradiction 
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becomes invalid to prove that Riidra is meant to be^^'^T 
This sort of reasoning leads to Aindersirable 
extension of application :WliiCh Raghavendra 

in the present context explains thus-:- Even in Baudba- 
gama we find the fructification of .the statement; hence 
tirere also we shall have to admit the validity of the 
inference of the doubtful portion. is explained 

as in Bhashya. 

Samakliya or parallel stateinent about Rudra may 
decide the case in favour of Rudra.But the marks like 
STT’inT'Tt and others primarily mean Vishnu. For 

the mark; the agency of removing or curing, disease, is 
his (Rugdravanti) as mentioned in,, Nyayayivarana. 
So Samakhya has more than one meaning and applica¬ 
tion. The Bhashya beginningWith shows that 

the parallel statement's of yishnu exclusively refer to 
Vishnu. ' ' ■ 

Here the word WT 5 ^?T,m the. Shruti refers. by con¬ 
vention to yishnu only and not to Shiva.. This is made 
clear in Anuvyakhyana of this Adhikarana. And in 
Tattvaniriiaya-'it is stated that 3TTc¥'T the synonym of 
in the .Sutra refers to Vishnu. In Sudlia mere stTcTT^T 
is s a id to be Mm ported by stat i n g tli at here i t i s mea n t 
to carry ^over the'reason of alone. Because 

that niuch is sufficient there. Or some other word for 
it, is used here. In the last Adhyaya and first Pada, it 
is stated For in the Sutra on 
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the Strength of the reasons adduced before and the 
negative particle Jisr should be brought over here. 

The pharse in the Sutra means that there 

is no word denoting either Rudra or Prakriti, and the 
words and Rudra used there connote Vishnu only 

by the mode of the wise. This is already implied in it. 

The parallel statements of Vayu and various words 
connote Vishnu only by the convention of the wise. No 
doubt in Brahadaranyaka, the words and 
both are used and means by derivation 
5rirr^5i in whom the whole world is spread and 

in that Upanishad the word means looking to 
the Bhashya there on. Still another portion of the Bhashya 
tells us that # stcT^rfriT 

as he controls him also the Autaryarnee of is Hari 
only, according to the rule observed in the Pranadhi- 
karana at the end of the Pada. So also in 
eten is said to mean Vishnu. But this does not 
amount to self contradiction, for here it is said to refer 
to the immanent in 

In the shruti Akasha is said 

to be Prakriti and. in the Akashadhikarana in 
through Prakriti all get the support of Vishnu. So 
?IRT^RcR gives scope to Vishnu to be the support. In 
srsTRiIR: ^SfTR^rRg- it is Vishnu only though born 
often, for he is not born at all. 
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It is contended in the Purvapaksha that Jeeva and 
Islia are identical and hence the >vord 3TTc^?r may also 
refer to Jeeva, But when all the previous reasons are 
functioning how is it possible to conceive identity 
between the two, contrary to those reasons. 

But on the basis of identity you cannot refer 
to for in this very context shruti reveals 
difference between and in 
Jeeva which is present there near, (as subject) 

is itself construed as the counter acting part of difference 
with Iswara, Hence in Atharvana Bhashya it is stated 
that “Isha, is different from, and hence independent of 
Jeeva.” It is already stated in Anandamaydhikarana 
(the meaning of the shruti) that when Jeeva recognises 
Iswara as different from him and as having the nature 
described in, and as having the prowess already 

described, then he becomes released. In the sutra 

another meaning is adopted; 
and he is considered to be different from Rudra. 

Here Jeeva is said to be different from some Is ha; 
automatically Isha is proved to be different from Jeeva. 

Raghavendra here dafin.es Prakarana. It consists of 
a piece of composition constituted by a multitude of 
sentences treating one topic. Now here do not suppose 
that difference between Jeeva and Paramatma is not 
referred to. The context or Pakarana as defined before 
refers to it only indirectly. No doubt the contextual 
composition confirms the meaning of a doubtful word 



in it, through inference within the limitation of the topic 
treated. .So the component sentence in the context is 
aKvays in conformity with the import of the context, 
is.a 1 was in conformity with the irnport of the context. 
Hence the contextual composition confirms the meaning 
of a doubtful word in it through inference only Within 
limitation of the topic treated. So it is natural that the 
Prakarana does not prove directly the difference between 
Jeeva and Brahma. A proper sadhya is substituted and 
it is explained how indirectly the prakarana goes to 
prove the topic cn hand. The word Tsha only means 
Paramatma: because at the very beginning both shruti 
and Linga are enunciated: and hence Linga will .be able 
to decide the import. 

Here at the very commencement the Linga or 
Logical mark is stated to be the topic of higner Lore. 

So the commencement limits the 
context to the import of Vishnu. Then the sentences 
that follow making .up the context naturally, carry 
forward the context of Vishnu already begun. So it is 
proved that the context is fully having Vishnu as its 
main purport. Bhashya can be construed to this effect. 

The syllogistic reasoning i.s supplied by Raghvendra 
In he is said to be topic of higher Lore 

and he is continued through out all sentences comprising 
context and the present sentence can contextually refer 
to him only. Raghavendra further shows that the reason 
as constituted is logically sbund without any logical 
flaws like srfdfe and For in shruti like 
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and others, though 5rT'’T is mentioned at the 
beginning he is not further stated to be' subordinate to 
Vishnu through shruti and Linga, So here the context 
fails to refer to Vishnu. Hence the Present reason is 
beset with Hence the reason is not 

(as there is a beginning) which would have easily led to 
Vyabhichara; but it is modified and enlarged as 
g’q'^rq' (as there i.s beginning and is further 

.stated). This will ward olT In srsrrq'JTITlf 

the contradicting eisinent(of being born) is 
removed; the confirming element is mentioned. Hence 
Vishnu with whom it is commenced is further treated. 
Hence the reason cannot be said to be 3?%^ existing 
in the Palcsha without being accompanied by Sadliya). 

Here the identity of ^ and is not mentioned 
in this context. This fact is brought befpre the bar for 
judgement.-and tire reason adduced is the fact mentioned 
in the Shruti that the two friends-Jeeva and Isha have 
resorted to the pepal tree of our body. Jeeva eats the 
fruit of his own actions; .while Isha remains shining 
without eating the fruit. . This, is the other reason 
adduced which disproves identity and proves the 
difference. 

Paghayendra goes to explain the Priority of 
in the Sutra, though 3T?'T should be the first member of 
the cbnpound according to the order in the Shruti. 



The reason given is that Isha being more important of 
the two is given preference to, according to the 

rule of grammar;— "JT- According to the other 

rule also 'j'f) consists of less nuiiiber 

of syllables. 

The mention of or difference in the Shruti is 
accounted for in some other ways 1) ^Shruti only 
mentions emperical difference - or 2) Its veracity or 
validity is only emperical so that the difference is only 
emperically true, or 3) Shruti repeats only emperical 
difference. All these three alternatives are stated and 
logically refuted. If emperical means, conveying some 
thing false, then Shruti will be invalid. 4) Though 
Shruti may not possess validity due to conveyance of 
truth it has validity of emperical nature. When it 
does not refer to truth then one cannot use a valid 
sentence. is an 3T^f> compound in which 

the case ending is not deleted. 3) Shruti repeating a 
false Bheda indulges in futile activity. A Shastra 
justifies its existence in respect of things not explained 
before, or repetition like is only for extolling 

it. Or it may be in the place of an injunction as in 
or it may be for denial as in 
All these three alternatives do not avail here for 
they are not seen existing. 

The objector explains his intention, that there is 
for the sake of rejection. But there is no such 
rejection. The objector counterattacks and says that 



there is rejection of duality or diiference in the form of 
assertion of identity in The sidhanti meets 

him with the argument that the identity is repeated for 
being rejected to accept duality. But objector reports 
that STtfcT is not stated before to be repeated here. 
There is Bheda asserted validly only for the sake of 
rejection, or is it merely asserted validly ? This is the 
the question put before the objection. The first alter¬ 
native is brushed aside by stating that valid assertion 
does not tolerate whimsical rejection. 

But really speaking Bheda is not yet proved to be 
false. Had it been so then its repetition would have 
been justified. How again is it proved that shruti 
propounds false.Bheda. For the sutra 
should be referred back here. Its inference is not an 
evidence to prove the falsity of Bheda, For there is no 
shruti which proves the falsity of Bheda. Contrary wise 
there is shruti which proves the reality of Bheda. 
The inference is Bheda is Mithya or false; for it is 
Bheda. 

Besides how to prove that shruti propounds false 
Bheda ? Because the Bheda that is found between Jee va 
and Isha is Mithya or false. But we must have a reason 
for this (why Bheda is Mithya ); For Pratyakasha or 
perception does not warrant the falsity of Bheda. Nor 
inference can counter act what shruti propounds. For 
inference itself sinks into invalidity when counter-acted 
by shruti. 
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Now there is no other evidence to prove the falsity 
of Bheda; so if shruti does that work, itself will be 
condemned to be in-Valid- Self evident shriiti cannot 
but propound real objects. 

Raghavendia succintly brings to-gether all the 
logical reasons to prove that and 

is Vishnu =- for there is ^TTcJpi-Tfcf and Vishnu i 

VO 

said to be these are the invariable characteri¬ 

stic marks; and no contrary evidences in the form of 
shruties stating other things. The opposite side has no 
favourable evidences and difference is substantiated on 
distinctive attributes. So non-difference or identity has 
no favourable evidences and difference is substantiated 
on distinctive attributes. So non-difference or identity 
has no scope at all. 

Thus ends the Adhikarana, of 3rd Pada of 
1st Adhyaya. 

TATTVAMANJARI : 

All words which popularly denote other persons 
and things and of the nature of names ( ffTH ) and 
attributive marks (f^) have been already proved 
to have application to Vishnu. They are now doubted 
to denote also other persons and things in usage. 
Therefore it cannot be exclusively claimed that they 
apply to Vishnu alone. Hence begins the third Pada. 

Now its meaning is stated- “Thus all the words 
usually denoting other persons and things (than Vishnu) 
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have their main application to Jaiiardhana only”. This 
verse of three quarters quoted ahead has been dragged 
here for back reference. The particle ^ means arpT 
^ This refers to Vishnu from 

previous context. ‘Even Reference to other things’ 

necessitates copulation with Vishnu or may be 
considered as an indeclinable ending in the 

locative. So the Wihole phrase ineans’“meaning 
in Vishnu’ and means ‘other things. Words 

referring to these two things; hence words “applying 
to both Vishnu and other things’’. Now the verse 
means words of double application on the virtue 
of the treatment of word in the two previous pad as or 
words, having application to both Vishnu and others 
on their own merit as things are found used, in common 

in some other shruties- both of the nature of names and 

♦ 

marks, are shown here as referring to Janaradhana alone 
and not to Vishnu and others’, by the primary way of 
interpretation. 

Thus the whole discussion melts down to this- The 
sutrakara settles the samanvaya of words, that arc 
popularly known to convey both the senses of Vishnu 
and other things, in Vishnu alone exclusively. All 
words are not only popularly known to convey the 
meaning of other things, by usage but they connote 
the sense of other things by their intrinsic power of 
connotation. 

In the second pada in the Vishnu 

was described to be bereft of visibility. The person 
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endowed with this invisibility is stated tobdin Atharvana 
as which means that he is the means of 

getting Mukti or release fram bandage; he being the 
subject of higher Lore which is knowledge itself 
conducive'; to this Mukti. In the siiniti it 

is affirmed that he is the support of ^,^7 and others. 
And it is definitely known that this support of heaven 
and earth is not Vishnu. On the other hand he is said 
to be ^ or or in such parallel sliruties as 

ari^T^r sfTrfn, or still 

in such other shinties as ^SfMTtr^Trn: it said to be 
Jeeva on the strength of a mark of being born many 
times (^tTT'^ritrirrJ^r:) the words Rudra and others in 
parallel shruti, denote Rudra and others by convention 
and one most ancient of them is the support of Heavan 
and Earth and not Vishnu. Hence the sutrafcara posits 
and argues in seven sutras, which 

comprise this Adhikarana.. The substance of this 
Adhikarana is summarised in in 

o 

The verse of three quarters and 

shoi-dd be construed with all adhikara- 
nas of this pada. at the end is used to 

express- ‘exclusiveness’ (sTTErTT^r) and cRT in this 
verse carries the sense of cR^tcT. 

In the shruti ITT: 

c 

one is said to be the support of heaven 
and earth and that one is Janardhana stated before in 
fs^isoir^ sftTsT. Therefore that Janardhana only mosit 
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primarily denoted by words in shruties though openly 
conveying others (Than Vishnu) in such shruties as 
ant not oTW or Rudra. 

But why the support of all should be Vishnu ? 
Because he is endowed with all the 

marks which is inclusive of other reasons or with such 
marks as STTr^PTfcT (Statement of Atma) 

(absence of statement of condemnation) (Statement of 
non-condemnation) and the destination of the Muktas 
or the released-such as are mentioned in context like 
One endowed with all such charactristic 
marks is Janardhana the support of all only, or these 
characteristic marks are well known to belong to Vishnu 
in quotations given in Bhashya. Thus you should 
suppose that there are two ways of construing, ahead. 

It should not be objected that there is opposition 
from the parallel Shruties. For wnich 

makes it clear that all words like and others 

which occur in the parallel Shruties and the words 
( ^T^TiTT^T) in the topical sentence and appear to refer 
toothers than Vishnu, mean Vishhu only 

primarily through the modes of derivation of the wise 
and the convention of the Puranikas. 

No doubt we get by purposeful repetition ?r: 
yet ^Rrr is mentioned with a purpose. The word 
Janardhana reminds us the Smriti that words like Rudra 
and others can be made to refer to Vishnu through the 
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mode of derivation of the great and convention of the 
Pauranikas-Rudra is derived as 

Rudra is Janardhana because he cures the disease. So 
also he is said to be the abode of the released. It is 
also suggested that Janardhana is one who is unborn and 
crushes down Samsara or worldly life, which reminds 
theSmriti— ^IfeTT (Though unborn is 

manifested again and again). Again the Smriti 
ST-T STfzr ifTcTJifT^: is 

suggested which means that “one who realises him to be 
different from Jeeva gets released”, jrlere is mentioned 
that one who is convinced of difference betw'esn Jeeva 
and Dev a has his worldly cycle destroyed. So no 
identity of Jeeva and Isha need be doubted as there is 
clear mention of Bheda. Here the word f5T is 
because there is the mark of liberator. Some times the 
Purvapaksha consists of many alternatives. To reject 
it the word ^ is used. 

TANTRADEEPIKA : 

'O > 

In this Adhikarana the mark is shown to 

be applicable to Brahman or Vishnu. is to be 

annexed here from previous context. “Support to 
heaven and earth” mentioned in the Shruti 

is that i.e. Brahman only. But 
it is not either or or ^?or sfter. Because the 

word (stTcBT) is used. In Shruti the word is 
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not found hence its synonym sTTc^TT should be taken, 
just as the synonmy of is used in the Sutra of 
Panini (The Tatpurusha compound 

having the synonym of for its first member and 

for its last, is in neuter gender. For the word 
^TTc^TT is used in ^TT^rarancrTT^TiT. There is also a 

point in using instead of in the Sutra; 

^ <^5To^Rf because the word belonging to Brahma 
only is used. As the compound can also be dissolved 
in the manner shown, the pecularity of is indicated* 
Though the word cTW is used yet the pecularity of the 
word would not have been brought out. 

, '3 II. ^ 

«r^^. Here in the Panini sutra 
in the place of and tr^Tfcr g- and are used* In 
the same manner in this sutra is used for 

c 

which means fit to be attained when there is 
no other as fit as this to be attained. So this lule 
is not contradicted in any other attainable than this. 
In the word refers to or 

released soul;tlierefore sflr^T cannot be any subordinate 
soul, as he is declared to be attainable by the released 
souis.ln the sutra the word is used in the place of 
ill the sutra, in order to elucidate its meaning. 
This is the method of construing in other places also. 
Why cannot this be either Rudra or 

Prakriti ? 
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For there are vedic citations like 

which refer to both these. As reply 
to this querry the next sutra follows :— 

^^^TTfWcT^fTcI 

There is g-^crraPT^ff and STTiTHT is drived from 
flcf STiTtJTT or it is also derived from 
ST^TiTIT and srf’Tf^ from the Sutra the termi- 

nation ST'ir is applied). The systems of Sankhya and 
Pashupata build their shastras on the virtue of inference 
mainly and their ultimate Reality is prakriti and Rudra 
respectively. But either this Rudra or the Prakriti 
is not the support to Heaven and Earth. For there are 
no words like Bhasmadhara, Triguna mentioned in 
Shruti. But accepted words like Rudra and Pinaki 
refer only to Vishnu ( -JTTFdtTrT: ) and 

hence they are not words belonging to them. This 
statement runs paraded to 

The sutra is used to signify both Rudra and 

Prakriti or to indicate the prima facie reason as explained 
in Teeka, or to show that their Agamas mentioned as 
authority are not accepted as valid or to show, as will 
be done, that there is another method, or instrument of 
proof. 

Why should not sfttf and be taken in their 
primary sense here ? Because the word being 

born’ is the characteristic mark of Jesva. And there is 
the shruti like To this objection the 

reply is 
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STT’JT^^^ 

c 

Here the word and the reason and others 

are important. And is annexed. The ultimate 

meaning is that and are not the support to 
heaven and earth on account of the use of the word 
STRITI for the reason that he is the attainable to the 
released souls, and for the reason that there are no words 
referring to them. The word SfTq’TrrfT refers to Vishnu 
when taken in the sense of manifesting himself. In this 
Sutra instead of jTtt, is used just to show the 

Prima facie view that in the shruti there is 

reference to5ft^(by the word JTT’T^Td). The sidhanta 
meaning is derived by derivation and 

division Just as in Vyakaraiia is mentioned 

in a separate sutra for the facility of elucidation. In 
this shruti there is only the mark of Jeeva; because 
the identity of Brahma with Jeeva will be refuted. 
Hence the use of it with the word As the word 

which expresses both is not contradicted, let there be 
identity of both. But this proposal is unacceptable; for 

In When he sees the praise¬ 

worthy God as different (from him), as jeeva and 
Brahman are said to be different (from each other) their 
identity is not Possible. 

* 
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But why f^r should mean Brahman so that their 
identity is possible ? The reply is— 

Two lores should be studied (one lower and another 
higher) and Brahman is the subjectmatter of higher 
lore. As the subject matter belongs to higher lore from 
the beginning we can easily guess that the context is 
that of Brahman. Hence f 51 is concluded to be no 
other than Brahman. Now he shows that difference is 
established not only on the strength of shruti but also 
on the virtue of characteristic mark. 

There is no identity. Now is sustenance 

without depending upon the fruits (effects) of (anterior) 
Karma. is sustenance on the fruit of anetior 

Karma. For these two reasons Jeeva and Brahman 
cannot be said to be identical. The fact that Jeeva 
with the fruit and Ishwara without the fruit of Karma 
find sustenance is corroborated by the shruti 

the one Jeeva, eats 
pippala fruit as sweet, the other without eating, 
shines resplendently on all sides) which states the 
conditions of eating and non-eating of Jeeva and Isha. 
In shruti eating is mentioned first; so in sutra the 
wording should have been SRq’ but the order 
is reversed because belongs to Isha claiming 
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reverential privilege and grammatical priority of 
having a few syllables. 

Here should be repeated and 

and construed. The meaning would be. “Inference 
does not warrant us the unreality of difference; contrary 
to it, it posits” ‘not that’ signifies the reality of 

difference “and ultimately means” as there is verbal 
proof that difference is real, and as there is not verbal, 
proof warranting the inference. This is another 
interpretation which fully refutes the theory of unreality. 

NYAYA IWUKTAVALI : 

According to the rule of policy that one should 
vanquish first the most powerful of the opponents 
() all words of the nature, of names and 
marks mostly used to signify things other than Vishnu, 
are shown to apply to Vishnu previously. 

Now words signifying both types are taken for showing 
their application to Vishnu, which are of the nature 
of names and marks. we heard 

in Atharvana” 

% c 

^rf; I ^rrJTsr sTTcTTR about some 

Now the question is whether he , is 
Vishnu or one of Rudra and others. The Purva Paksha 
view is that it is Rudra or Pradbana or Jeeva, Ragha- 
vendra quotes shruties which up-hold the respective 
deities as the support of heaven and earth. He also 
quotes parallel shruties. Then shruties which refer to 
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Vishnu are not in as great number as the shruties 
which show the names and marks of Rudra and others. 
Hence the statements about Rudra and others are more 
powerful. Besides Vishnu statements stand discredited 
on account the exclusive mark of being born (belonging 
to Jeeva) contradicts the Vishnu Statements. Nor can 
you argue that Vishnu has the exclusive mark of being 
the subject topic of the higher lore ~3T*TqTTitU^^Td'- 

Thus without any contradiction of 
both let there be identity of both Jiva and Isha. Just as 
the mark of Vishnu cannot be applied to Jeeva so also 
the mark of Jeeva cannot be applied to Vishnu. 

Now the sidhanta runs thus- Because the word 
3Tf?tTT is used (sTTcR'I’T) and it is said to be the resort 
of the released souls (which both 
constitute exclusive mark of Vishnu and because words 
peculiarly referring to Rudra and others like Bhasma- 
dhara or Ugra all conspicuously absent and the words 
like Rudra and others ui the parallel statement are 
shown to apply to Vishnu derivatively 

as shown in smriti, and because even being born 
which is nothing but ‘manifestation’ as explained in 
the shruti arsTTifin^ft gTSEToTTiT# is the attribute of 
Vishnu; For even “being born can be converted into 
manifestation, 'which is a sort of divinised birth on 
the strength of the shruti 

(though not born yet many a time had a peculiar type 
of birth viz. manifestation). So that the attribute 
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(being born) may very well belong to Vishmi; 
and again because he is the subject topic of the higher 
lore as mentioned in shruti and he is 

declared to be different from Jeeva in the Shruti 

eats the fruit of karma as 
sweet while Isha is immune from it and hence thier 
situations also are different and hence identity is 
impossible and it is conclusively proved that Dyubhva- 
dyayatana is Vishnu. The ultimate result is that there 
is the objection raised that it is the support of heaven 
and earth is something different from Brahman, then 
the one endowed with invisibility and called Akshara 
is also different from Brahman, and that this includes 
the reply to this objection. 

PRAKASHA: 

This pada must show its affiliation to the Adhyaya 
and that affiliation can be established only through 
samanvaya(which is the main topic of the first Adhyaya). 
Now the consequential affiliation to the previous two 
padas is to be considered. But the topic of samanvaya 
of all words of the nature of names and marks is 
dealt with in the two padas; and there is no other type 
than words of Name and Linga. Hence the objector 
contends that attempt in this Pada is vain and to no 
purpose. 

But this Pada has a purpose to serve. In the 
previous two padas a doubt was entertained that all 
words of the nature of name and mark which are 
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known popularly to refer to others than Vishnu, cannote 
only others and then they are proved with reasons 
to refer to Brahman. Then in order to respect both 
popular usage and the reasons, adduced, let them refer 
to both. This sort of doubt is raised only by reading 
the first two padas. Hence that doubt or objection is 
taken up for critical discussion here in this Pada. So 
the thought-link is the curiosity of hearers. What that 
doubt is, is expressed in the verse. 

According to the reasons adduced the names and 
marks referring to Brahman only are -implied; and not 
referring to others also; yet reference to others is 
warranted by popular usage. These two references 
jointly offer for consideration of the words referring to 
both. Really speaking reference to others is vouchsafed 
by popular usage. Thus the objection that reference 
to others is refuted previously in sutras like 
and other’s, stand, made more clear. 
Or the sutras like only deny the words 

having reference to others; yet their innate power of 
reference stands unaffected and that verbal power which 
has survived the contradiction revives reference to both. 
And when this universal reference is called forth many 
unreasonable and anti-reasonable situations airse. 
Hence the third pada has scope for consideration. So 
oif account of similarity of shruties or similarity of 
the innate power of reference, before this the reference 
of imports of words to Brahman alone was decided. 
And the power innate in words has not been considered. 
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Thus though reference to Brahman only is decided, 
still the exclusion mentioned in remains 

'O -s 

un-explained and objectionable and that is explained in 
the third pada. This view is enlarged and explained in 
Teeka by describing the Phala. 

Now what are those words that have been charged 
as having a usage ? And how is that possible when 
that is easy to complain in every Adhikarana previously 
if they are known to refer to both on the strength of 
the reason previously adduced and popular usage and 
the reason, the mark of Brahma being easily adduced 
in every instance ? 

It is stated in Annvyakhayana- that there the doubt 
that there is reference to both is removed in the third 
Adhyaya third pada, by referring the words to Brahman. 
Because the words which are known to refer to others 
and which are of the nature of names and marks, are 
shown to refer to Bhagavan in the Previous two padas. 
By implication what is said in sudha should be taken 
for granted. Sudha states that when the words are said 
to be known to refer to others by popular usage, it is 
doubted that they apply to both in order that this double 
application might not be contradicted. 

But the meaning of SRf: also is ‘on account of the 
commonness and other things in the form of commonness 
of essential cause of application available in other 
shruties. Otherwise you know that there would be 
no corroboration to the statement made in all places. 
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Now how was this doubt cleared ? Chandrika quotes 
which succinctly summarises the whole argument thus- 
It was said that therefore application to both words and 
marks would result. This constitutes the doubt and in 
order to clear this doubt, looking to the presence of 
words along with marks in both the cases, reference to 
Hari only and to others not primarily is made. These 
words and marks are found to occur apparently in 
both the cases- in Hari and in other places on the 
strength of reasons quoted previously and popular 
usage. They seem to occur in both the cases on account 
of the sameness in other shrutis or occurance of the 
someness based on the cases. They are found to refer 
primarily to Hari specially bearing direct import also. 


Thus the thought link of Pa da is shown. Now the 
topics of the respective Adhikaranas mentioned in 
Anuvyakhayana are noted here. These are explained 
according to Nyayavivarana. Distinctions between the 
topics of the Adhikaranas also is shown. Here words 
of the nature of names and marks are shown to refer 
to Vishnu. In Annuvyakhayana the topics of Adhi¬ 
karanas of this pada are put together. Here are 14 
adhikaranas; but only 12 are named ? This is because 
and STW^TfcT^W are casually brought 
here in the Adhyaya devoted to samanvaya. Hence the 
two Adhikaranas have not been mentioned here. 
Therefore at the beginning in the Tika samanvaya is 
said to be TRW ‘mostly’. 
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In the Adhikaranas like and others in 

Chandrika reference to Vishnu is established on the 
strength of those respective Lingas or marks. But the 
reference is not shown to be primary. Following this 
line of thought with the help'of marks which rule this 
pada all the Lingas no doubt are shown to refer to 
Vishnu; but the reference is not proved to be primary; 
following this line of thought with half 

of marks which rule this Pada to be primary 

the word taken derivatively (^1 

) meaning a mark, refers primarily to 
others only; and taking pride that there is no Linga of 
Vishnu to induce giving up of primary meaning or 
with confidence that even if there be one it might be 
surely made to refer some how to others. Prima facie 
view can surely be presented. ‘Pouplarly known to refer 
to other’s involves the aid of the company of others 
that are well known to refer to others but ‘Popularly 
known to refer to both’ requires no such aid and 
preference is shown to.that which needs nothing. 

Here an instance is quoted, in 

the word means the meaning of Rik. 

quoted in the book uitara and not the meaning of Rik 
cited in Northern country. Beeause it needs the preceed- 
ing of Rik cited in Northern country. Because it needs 

the preceeding one while the one quoted in the work 
called uttara needs no such thing. 

But if you give preference to those that are not 
dependent on others then in the 
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mentioned there in, will conform to it; there 
will be no ‘Popularly known to refer to others with the 
aid of others; But this objection is squarely met out 
with the statement that in Prima facie view the 
or omnipresence in the from of is not 

warrented by any shruti; so it has no reference to both 
intrinsically (depending upon itself) or the defination of 
reference to others involves the absence of balanced 
weight in parallel shruties. That is not to be found 
here; but it is found in Antrayamitva. Hence 
Dyubhvayatanatva has reference to both. 

‘Reference to other’s which is 

usage to signify others, is to be defined by substituting 
in the place of that defination is hot 

found here. But it is found in the former case. 

Still another alternative is put forth. Words like 
Sarvagata and.others, like the words India Akasha and 
others, have been popularly used in the meaning of 
others, on their own strength and in association with 
words that arc popularly used with reference to others, 
so that and others might be used in the 

sense of others in association with others (referring to 
others.) The instances are shown to reicr to others on 
their own strength. 

For instance- Brahma is not an enjoyer; is perfect, 
has no activities to his credit. Hence he cannot be all 
pervasive in the form of residence in small places 
(3i‘3t^'\^^-r<?)and consumer and the enjoyer of the fruits 



of his own action. For ‘to be inside is a temporary 
action and is not compatible with inactive Brahman. 
All pervasiveness is inconsistant with Brahman so these 
are found in others. .And the word Vaishavanara then 
is used referring to Agni as it is found in Agnl sukta. 
This does not run contrary lo Tika. For in Tika though 
ubiquity {^5'2frra''T) is associated with Aditya shruti, 
it is said to refer to others which only meant to signify 
others in general automa'acaily, yet it showed that it 
referes to Aditya in particular. 

Thus in corning Adhikaran as you must be able to 
show inclusiveness in the pada, differently as it suits the 
context Raghavendra illustrates' the truth of this 
statement with particular examples. In Bhumadhikarana 
the name ‘Bhuma’ is found identically synonimous 
with the name Prana, (in ) which is 

exclusively used in shruti to refer to others on the 
strength of the mark of emerging from the body 
in Aksharadhikarana, the word Akshara is 
said to lefei* to others on the strength of the mark of 
being the support of Chandra and the mark of being the 
name of shree. In Ikshati Adhikarana on the strength 
of the mark of under- going modification as stated in 
the' shruti and on the strength of the 

name of sat (B'ff) reference to others is proved. And 
ill Daharadhikarana the residence in the lotus like heart 
as stated in the shruti called Akasha shows reference to 
others. Thus we must infer that in-clusiveness in the 
pada (Anyatra prashidha) is sought in four ways. .As 
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it is not possible always to find similar statements in 
parallel shrutis, it is said that inclusiveness should be 
shown differently as it suits the context 

Thus proving that Teeka shows only relationship 
of inclusive-ness in the Pada, now Chandrikakara goes 
on to show that an unintelligent doubt is raised that 
the Teeka of Bhashya which in the pada Adrishyatwa- 
dhikarana showing the sangati or relationship with 
shruti is not correct; if that is so it shall have to follow 
it without any intervention. Now this doubt is 
dispersed. Really speaking that the relationship is 
phala or purpose, is stated. Sangati (^TtIcT) actually 
means purpose. As in Aiiandamayadhikarana some 
sort of relationship with whatever, not necessarily 
Whithbut intervention, is to be established. Or in order 
to remove the understanding of the students that the 
last Adhikarana of the previous pada is to be related 
with the first Adhikarana of the next pada as a rule, 
that was stated as reminder. But if there is such a 
relationship it must be necessarily.shown. 

This sort of discussion is also meant to refute the 
view of Shruti Prakashika (a commentary on Ramanuja 
Bhashya), That in the previous Adhikarana, Paiamatma 
svas stated, to be related to Dyau and Bhu. But 
;omething other than Paramatma seems to be related 
to Dyau and Bhu. This Adhikarana is based on this 
doubt, That is how the relationship is shown. This 
sort of sangati now stands refuted. For thought link 
can be established through the chief Hetu or reason of 
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the Adhikarana and hence one need not take recourse 
to the general relationship to establish it. 

Now the Teeka propounding or subject 

matter and or doubt are elucidated upon. 

'Vishya is the support of the sky and the earth. The 
shruti begins- “Two lores are to be studied- lower and 
liigher”, and proceeds to state- “In whom the heaven 
the earth, and the sky are fully filled along w'ith mind 
all vital airs and him alone you should kno\v’’and many 
otheres. There the subject of discussion is the support 
of the heaven and earth and mind and vital airs. In 
the siitra the substantive is mentioned; but 

it should be construed as a Linga or hence here 
it is stated as an abstract noun. In this 

one of Rudra or Prakriti or Vayu or Jeeva finds support^ 
This explains the implication of mentioned in the 
Teeka. Rudra is the chief among them and hence he 
is meant to be referred in the Piirvapaksha by the word 

in the sutra. 

But if in the Teeka though Plural number is used, 
here it is in Singular. If the alternatives in 

the Purvapaksha are many how the mark has reference 
to only {) two ? It will have reference to many. 
This objection is warded off by stating that though 
there are many alternatives in Purvapaksha view yet they 
are grouped into one as the alternatives of Purvapaksha. 
Thus singlar is justified even in Purvapaksha view. 

Here in Bhashya and in Tattvapradeepa and 
Sanyaya Ratnavali the Chief alternative is said to be 
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the support of Heaven and Earth, or its ref.But 
both are not justified. Yet in Teeka it is stated that the 
word in the sutra being synonyjii of sr r does not 
refer to Prakriti or Jeeva. And accord in;?, lo Vishnu 
Tattvaviairnaya the chief alternative is ntentionetl astd 
on the strength of that hers also it is implied by thio use 
of the word afif?. 

Thus the oarts of the sutras dl^^TTn, 

supply in the syllogism the Pratijna (Parti¬ 
cular enuncition ‘Socretes is mortal) and the parts of 
Sutras like possible doubts. In in Chand- 

rika the word includes the mark of 

sv c 

on the strength of the shruti and the 

context of Brahman *TTcJTiu which states 

non-condemnibility ofii ( 3T^irc=i) or absence of c^n- 
demnibility or coudomnibilijy of others. Thus the word 
STif^ includes marks, contexts, or parallel statements. 
The sutra supplies the doubt which is cleared 

by the Hetu expressed in this sutra. 

On the strength of the shruti.' 
which is a parallel statement, the doubt should comprise 
the two alterantives; whether this parallel statement 
suits the reference to Vishnu or not. And for that purpose 
the words Rudra and others in the parallel statement 
have exclusive reference to Rudra or they also refer to 
Vishnu.Still according to the explanation given in Teeka 
and according to the explanation to be given, of tiie 
parallel Shruti, though strong in itself yet set at nought 
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by Vishnu paralles, the Rudra paraJlel is revived into 
life by the mark of recurring birth (^q’tTHc^)or by 
the intention of showing contradiction from the context’ 
or just to show implication, the doubt is shown with 
the alternative of recurring birth; whether recurring 
birth (inds good meaning with Vishnu or not. 

7'he prima facie View results in the decision that the 
support of the heaven and earth is Rudra only for the 
following reasons =-1) If birth means encasing ourselves 
with a body- which is in-consistent with Vishnu who is 
ever bodiless 2) The word Atma can be made to refer 
to Rudra in a secondary mode and lastly 3) There is 
the strength of a parallel statement. When reasons prove 
contrary, the support of the heaven and earth, as in 
Sklhanta, is Vishnu. Thus conclusions bearing different 
results are clearly stated. No doubt in Teeka it is 
doubted that Atma is used in secondary sense on account 
of the attribute of recurring birth running counter to it, 
and no accessibility to the released. On the other hand 
in tl'.e sutra the very accessibility 

to the released, forms a strong reason for the use of 
Atma in primary sense. Still here the words like Atma 
(in plural number)are said to be used in secondary sense 
on account of the mark of recurring birth, though shrut* 
is primary in its reference to Vishnu, and yet becomes 
secondary, being opposed by the mark of (recurring 
birth) a .feeva. But if this doubt is entertained 
by r!;e same rule, the mark also will have the same faie 
and on the strength of the mark of recurring birth v/ords 
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like Atma and others will be secondary in meaning and 
hence the use of plural number is justified. • 

But in Teeka it is stated that in the Sutra 

o 

no copulative particle ^ is used. And to 
justify this absence such a statement is made. Though 
here after the consideration of Vishnu, for the same 
reason-the consideration whether the word Atma and 
others can be made to refer to Jeevas like Rudra and 
others or not, the consideration vvhather the oneness 
of Jeeva and Vishnu should be resorted to, on the 
strength of exclusive evidences in the context proving 
both Jeeva and Vishnu, or the consideration whether 
distinction between Jeeva and Vishnu can be established 
on the strength of such Shi nties as or the consi¬ 

deration whether the word Isha is some one other than 
Vishnu or on the strength of the context, Vishnu 
himself—thus a series of considerations of doubts il.it 
are to be cleared by Sutras propounding Bheda or 
difference arc fit to be entertained, yet these considera¬ 
tions are not expressed; because they are apparently 
clear or because the doubt of Identity or oneness is not 
co.mmon to all the four- Rudra and others, as is going 
to be explained in the order of the Sutras or the 
considerations that the doubt entirely depends upon the 
exclusive mark of Jeeva viz., recurring birth; is almost 
mentioned when the consideration of exclusiveness is 
stated. Or the alternative whether the word Atma and 
others are secondarily used tends to mean the identity 
of Jeeva and Brahma or Vishnu. So it is stated in 
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Teeka- “Jeeva and Isha are identical because the 
characteristic mark of Brahnia is found in Jeeva also’\ 
Therefore that consideration also is undertaken, in 
elucidation of the statement in Teeka that “The Prima 
faci view is that the support of Heaven i and Earth is 
either Rudra and Prakriti or Jeeva or Vayu so that the 
Purvapaksha with four alternatives along with three 
parallel statements is raised. 

The ShriUi is stated to prove that Rudra is 

the support of heaven and earth. The Sbruti 
is staled to prove that Rudra is the support of Prana. 
In Teeka and Bhashya the statementsrT'JTTtrrR is stated 
first though the sentence which is stated first elsewhere 
is stated here afterwards, in order to supply the form 
ofLinga in the topical sentence ) according 

to the order and is stated first. 

Though this was sufficient the sentence is stated, as 
it is done so in Bhashya or there being many marks 
and statements about Rudra, this is done so in order 
to show that Vishnu is more sirpng on account of 
parallel statements. 

There being many readings, Raghavendra recomm¬ 
ends the reading of as the vocative singular, as the 
best of all. Not only is it genuine but it yields good 
meaning. So in the Second Sutra as 

stated in the Teeka the Shruti is explained having the 
recommended reading. “Oh Rudra yoii are the support 
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and end of Prana. You being such enter into m?”. 
That and others form the warp and woof of 

Prakriti which is worded as Akasha. 

According to Teeka here is made to refer to 
Pradhana though in Aksharadhikarana the word 
Aveasha is made to refer to Chit Prakriti in Prima 
facie view. 

Here STT'^TT: mean or senses; and tTTr'TJT: 

are embodied persons. The or things belonging 

to heaven and they are desire-yielding 

trees. The are ^ and others. And those who 

cv 

rule over them are The are ^^5 

•o 

and other worlds. And are those released 

souls that reside there. 

In Teeka though it is said that many births are 
attributed to him, all that amounts to showing the 
characteristic mark only. Many births in the form of 
assumption of many insentient forms is refuted in the 
Kshatyadhikarana. As the desired thing is realised 
merely by the mark of birth, the word manifold, 

only serves to give greater strength to the statement. 
This amounts to saying, according to Teeka, that the ; 
strength of parallel statement of Rudra overrides the • 
strength of the parallel statement of Vishnu, similarly j 
it is fair to say that the parallel statement of Vayu is j 
not set aside by the mark of recurring births. ; 

Now though the statement that “Vishnu is now to I 

f 

be the support of heaven and earth” Proves on the 
strength of parallel statement that Vishnu is doubted | 



to be the support , of heaven,, and earth. Then no 
contradiction should be shown depending upon the 
mark of recurring births. But according to the method 
already referred to when the more powerful! parallel 
statement of Rudra sets aside the parallel statement of 
Vishnu, the parallel statement of Vayu uncontradicted, 
proves Vayu to be support of heaven ann earth. 

But you should not object to this with the argurnent 
that even like Vishnu Samakhya, (Parallel Statement) 
the Vayu samakhya also is opposed by the Rudra 
samakhya does not stand applicable here. For if that 
be so by the mark of recurring birth of the Vishnu 
samakhya is going to be exploded, then by the Rudra 
Samakhya uncontradicted, the Vayu samkhya is 
contradicted and both of them are not able to stand 
here in working capacity. Then all the three samakhyas 
beginning with Rudra stand equal to Vishnu samakhya 
as Rudra samakhya is proved to be capable of having 
other meanings and as Vishnu samakhya 

cannot be contradicted. by any of these samakhyas 
beginning with Rudra, Vishnu Samakhya stands 
discredited by the mark of recurring birth which is 
found inapplicable to Vishnu in any way. Thus 
Vishnu cannot pose as the support of heaven and 
earth. Then you shall have to admit that by the 
strength of the mark of recurring birth applicable to 
Rudra and others, being contradicted, there will be 
no inequality of strength among the three samakhyas; 
and the three alternatives of Rudra and others of equal 
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Strength depending upon the mark of recurring birth 
which is common to all Jeevas, the alternative of Jeeva 
can very well claim to be the support of heaven and 
earth. If you construe them the statement, in Teeka 
that the mark of recurring birth contradicts the Vishnu 
samakhya also agrees well. But this is not fair. For 
this runs counter to the previous statement in Teeka 
that Rudra samkhya has exclusive reference to Rudra 
with the help of the marks like’ one who kills’ (killer). 
It also opposes Anubhashya stating that there, are many 
words characterising a mark. As will be stated “the 
parallel statement also is exclusive in references’. Hence 
there will be no scope for other references. If. so how 
then there would be scope for Prakriti and Vayu ? let 
it be granted that the statement referring to Vishnu is 
made by the ignorant. It cannot be necessarily taken 
for granted that only one is: there who sides with 
PiKvapaksha. As in the second Adhyaya in the first 
Adhikarana there may be many who 

hold the prima facie view. 

Now in spite of all this, even though the Vishnu 
samakhya is being contradicted by Rudra samakhya yet 
njany contradictions based on the connotation of Vishnu 
by the context will not arise and moreover Rudra 
samakhya allows otheJ interpretations. Thus prime 
facie view based on samakhya is strongly objected. 
Chandrika Kara states thus that the contexl is that of 
Vishnu as it is he who is the subject matter of higher 
lore ,in Again there is the mark of 
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Vishuu that he is accessible to the released. These tw.o 
together irrevocably put aside the claims of Rudra 
samakya. Raghaven|lra elucidates this statement of 
chandrikakara thus Though in Teeka it is stated, 
“It is Vishnu because he is the subject matter of higher 
Lore ) and this the mark of Vishnu”. 

Still this mmk or Linga is stated in the beginning 
and that Linga according to the law stated in 
the Sutra establishes the topic of the context 

(The rule being “Shruti Linga or Vakya, when stated 
at the coihmencemet and the conclusion, is Linga 
because it settles the topic of the context”). Because 
the commencement endowed with that Linga will have 
that context and this is in conformity with the Sutra 
Therefore the Teeka proceeds on the Sutra 
“According to at the commence¬ 

ment the topic of the higher Lore is stated and hence 
the context certainly belongs to Vishnu”. Thus Vishnu 
Linga overrides the claims of Rudra Samakhya, just 
as in the 4th Pada in the Sutra 3Tic?Tr it is the 

•s 

context which quashes the claims of Samakhya. There 
the context is offered bystTrffT and it 

successfully contradicts the Samakhya 
and establishes that the divine Light attained ( 

is nothing but Vishnu. Or another instance 
may be quoted. In the Dahara Adhikarana Linga 
contradicts Samakhya. There also the Linga ‘immunity 
from sin” (srq’^^q'IctTT) contradits the Samakhya in 
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the one on the lotus of heart is 
Vishnu only as he is the support of all. This does not 
connote Akasha and others. * 

Here ‘others’ includes context the inclusive 
principle being ‘connotation’ or another explanation is 
offered. ‘Others’ mean ‘the topic of higher Lore’ and 
‘others’ implies the Sutra 

But why should not strength or otherwise be 
settled by the principle of affection and non-affection 
by the flaw of or futility ? So here it is caiiten- 

ded that there is no such flaw. 

also ''Sbme how can be construed with 
Vishnu as explained in (sTTcR’H the 

birth of Akasha- It is also explained in Nyaya Vivarana 
that the birth is only manifestation. 

Raghavendra here quotes others who tide over this 
difiicnlty in some other way. €ft: and others’ 

are not to be found in the context of Brahma. Based’ 
on this supposition they begin this discussion. Some 
others still state that no doubt t is to be 

found in the context of Brahma ?ft: has not the 

context of Brahma as • there is the mark of Jeeva, 
recurring birth. Hence Jeeva is the context. Thus they 
take recourse to the difference of context in order to 
justify Prima facie view. 

Both these methods are not logically sound. The 
only way open to us is that exclusive mark vanquishes 
the claims of context and others and the whole of the 
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context belongs to other than Vishnu. This is the 
accepted opinion of the Teeka on the Bhashya. To 
np-hold this view the Chandrikakara proceeds. 

No doubt Linga and Prakarana when join hands 
gather greater strength to set at naught what Samakhya 
teaches. Still the exclusive mark of Jeeva to lead th® 
meaning is not contested; hence the Prakarna and the 
Linga of Brahma shall follow the dictates of the power¬ 
ful Linga. But the claim of exclusiveness in the mark 
of Jeeva (!5rRtT15Trcr) is disputed as already shown. 
Birth in a different manner is consistent only with 
Jeeva and means only manifestation. This 

objection is set aside by Chandrikakara thus 
easily allows the otJier interpretation because 1) Death 
and Birth are to be uniformaly found in one place and 
death meaning the disintegralion of body is possible 
only with sentient beings; and 2) because Shruti up¬ 
holds the view that birth is possible in the case of 
sentient beings. Hence cannot be argued as 

ameanable to other interpretations; All this amounts 
to saying that the attribute of ‘Protector of all” is not 
compatible with that of‘Protected by some’. 

Now again it is objected that birth is heard in 

Shruti as belonging to Brahman also as in 
f But this objection is not sound; for this 

description suits well Jeeva. For he is not born in his 
real essential form. He is born only through his body. 
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Therefore as birth is out of question in the case of 
Brahman it is only the decisive mark of Jeeva'! But 
how this mark which is confined only to Jeeva is 
extended to Rudra ? Because the Samakhya that 
propounds Rudra stands contradicted by Linga and 
Prakarana as stated before. The reply is that the 
Samakhya as stated in Anuvyakhayana and Nyaya 
Vi varan a also is exclusive in sense. No marks of 
Vishnu are mentioned there and the words Rudra and 
others cannot be made to mean Vishnu according to 
the rule of interpretation stated in Antaradhikarana. 
Thus Prima facie view that Vayu and Prakriti are the 
support of heaven and earth also, should be “'explained 
as the Prima facie view of Rudra and Jeeva. For 
Pradharia is the material cause of all and hence its 
universal support is justified. This is corroborateda by 
Kepila Smritis and its validity is not questioned. For 
its validity can be inferred of the sentence which 
states its universal support quoting the instance of a 
sentence containing a fruit that can be realised. Vayu 
is famous for the support of Prana. Thus you must 
depend on the Purviapaksha view. 

Then the question arises as to what about Shruti 
Linga and Prakarana. Reply to this question is found 
in the fact that the word Atma should some how be 
made to mean Jeeva by the mark of exclusive applica¬ 
tion and recurring birth. ‘Some hov/’ is explained by 
Raghavendra as ‘even by advocating identity of Jeeva 
with Brahman’. 



249 


After this Purvapaksha argumentation, begins the 
Sidhaiita propogation. First of all it will be shown 
that the characteristic mark of Jeeva viz., 
can be easily made to apply to Bfahmap. This has 
been well explained in Bhashya. Here first of all the 
exclusiveness of Jeeva Mark stated in has 

been the cause of different application in the case of 
which is the reason in Sidhanta along with 
others. Therefore they are said to be ameanable to 
different meanings. And it is on account of tlids 
flexibility in yielding meaning that they are accepted 
as logical grounds or reasons, and not otherwise. 
Accepting this view as suggested by the sutra 
many types of birth are mentioned as in 3r^T^fffT^T«r|’ 
‘‘Just as the birth or creation of insentient 
matter is different from sentient living being so also 
the birth of Brahman is altogether different from these 
two types of birth” For in the case of matter is 
only modification w'hile in the case of living being 
is the contact of a body. This is fully explained in the 
sutra Brahman’ birth also is warranted by 

evidences and it is manifestation which is explained as 
‘though bereft of the contact of bodies, Brahman 
manifests himself at his sweet will in many forms like 
Mastya Kurina Varaha and others. This is further 
explained that he exhibits his own body which is 
eternal blameless, consciousness and bliss. This is 

* 
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Vishnu’s birth and no other’s. Raghavendra gives some 
more quotations from Brahmanda Parana to give us a 
clear concept of Vishnu’s birth. ' But though he is not 
contaminated with blemishes he is represented as 
subjected to misery, ignorance and exertion just to 
delude the devilish mindpd. 

Even 3T5rTq'?rR>^|ErT3ir^TiTa’ ‘Shruti refers to 
Brahman only. For there is the mark of Brahman 
which is ‘the subject of knowledge'that leads to Mukti,’ 
And the context also proves the same thing. Because 
it is found in Purushasukta which is well known to 
describe Vishnu. This topic is fully discussed in the 
preceding Adhikarana and in Chandodhikarana and in 
Bhashya. Let us concede that the ^narf^iThas reference 
to other things. But what next ? Thus following 
the mark ^rrqiTFT?^ should be considered as 
subordinate. For a mere Linga is weaker than a clear 
statement. The primary meaning is birth or modifica¬ 
tion. Even Samakhya yields other senses. The word 
Rudra in the Primary mode means Vishnu as it is 
derived as liTFTd {as he cures the disease) 

and in corroboration he quotes Brahmanda sniriti. 
Though in the samakhya Shruti there is not exclusive 
mark oF Vishnu and hence the rule in the Sutra 
does not apply to it, still as smriti is 
meant to decide the meaning of Shruti, the meaning 
mentioned in smriti should be accepted to decide the 
meaning of Vedic sentence. When that is not applicable 
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jt is secular and there is the rule mentioned in the 
Sutra amounting to- ‘‘Veda must be enlightened 

by the Itihasas and Puranas”. And among such entigh- 
tening smrities we find one which gives the derivative 
meaning of Rudra. and settles the meaning 

of the Shruti. Then again “he is thus sung in Vedas 
along with the corroborations from Puranas”- which 
establishes the conventional meaning of Rudra as that 
word is used in many places in the same meaning. 
This convention of the wise is of course more powerful 
than the convention of the ignorant. This matter has 
been completely thrashed out in the Janmadi Adhika- 
rana by applying the rules stated in 
Thus the primary meaning of is Vishnu only. There¬ 
fore according to the dectum “The primary is preferred 
to the secondary meaning” the primary meaning cannot 
be accepted in preference in the case of 
Still in the case of andotherwords 

they are accepted in their primary sense of Vishnu. 
So Samakhya cannot prove Rudra to be the support of 
heaven and earth. 

The statement that the support of heaven and 
earth is accessible to the released; ultimately proves that 
this Linga exclusively refers to Vishnu only. 

Now Raghavendra adduces reasons for the justifi¬ 
cation of the order of the sutras by cliandrikakara. In 
Polemic discussions it is the convention as mentioned in 
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K-athalaKshana and its Teeka, that first, self-defending 
reasons are to be adduced. Hence the present order is 
adopted. 

In the first siitra the Atma Shruti which is very near 
the topical sentence (fcT’Tir is refered to in self- 

defence. Now the Sutra ^=151^1^ uses the word in 
the place of Atma in the It is dissolved as 

I In this, dissolved 

is an adjective and is and the compound 

is karmadharya,according to the sutra 

only shows the way of dissolution. In the 
as there is no such word as it only 
stands as synonym of stTcTT. To illustrate this an 
instance is given. In Vyakarana in the 4th pada of II 
Adhyaya there is a sutra- and the 

following is the meaning of the sutra- “The word 
preceded by the word qWT or by the words like 
T5T who are not men form a Tatpursha 

compound in neuter gender. Here the word is not 

meant but its synonym jg meant. For 
is the compound but it is only. Because in 

vrithi it is clearly stated that the rule is meant to be 
true ) only in the case of a 

synonym. 

In the 1st pada of the 1st Adhaya it is stated 

and its meaning is (on the strength of 
Bhashya and vartika fqq qqtq qqq^qq Trsrraq'. “In 
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the sntra ^^ITT^T yoit must insert after TT^T and 
read it as so that the Sf is a meaningless 

sign () and TMT will be one with the sign of 
Then in sutra you must read 

with the synonym of one that has the sign of 
^r. This will help to get such compounds as 
Here no doubt in the sutra Kaiyata in 

the context of negatives its action 

there by only words having the meaning of 
TT^r or'its synonyms only are being accepted so in 
Maiijari in ^r'^TT^MT two negatives are recognised. 
One in and another in There as 

the meaning of Similarity is accepted which ulti¬ 
mately means synonym of But in the present case 

it is not 3ITT^. 

Still on some ground in the place of the 

synonym of XMT is accepted.'After much discussion 
and argueraentative meandering ultimately the question 
is asked why sutrakara himself did not use the word 
3TTc^T in the sutra. 

Chandrikakara gives the bold reply that no doubt 
straight forwardness by using the word 3 TTcTT and easy 
comprehension is- to be preferred to verbal brevity, 
' still otherwise expressed, the intended purpose would 
not have been asked and the present expression serves 
the purpose of showing both, speciality in Vishnu and 
for that purpose using a special word. For the compound 
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allows another dissolution viz, 5 yg- in order 

to justify this round about expression which suggests 
the speciality of Vishnu. Thus depending upon both 
these dissolutions one solution was offered. Now the 
author sticks to the first dissoultion only; and the former 
meaning only that the synonym of viz, the word 
STTc’TT is being used, is stuck to. Then the former 
objection why the word snc^TT is not used stands 
revived. But the sutrakara’s intention is to show that 
just as the word has primary reference to Vishnu so 
also the word has primary reference to 

Vishnu. Therefore in Chandogya Bhasya it is stated 
that the Acharya has established the primary reference 
of the Word ancBT to Vishnu as in the case of the 
word 

Now another alternative is put forth. The word 
primarily means Vishnu though it primarily refers 
to another. For ^^0 

means four faced Brahma, and on this ground it has 
primary reference to Vishnu. In the same manner as 
3TTrB^: means the same fourfaced Brahma, 

primarily means Vishnu. A quotations is given to the 
same effect. Therefore sutrakara uses Shruti 

states that He creates Brahman-. He 

is because Vishnu creates him, and not because 

he is born of himself. In the same manner aricBT is 
As born of him Brahma is 
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Nowin the second Sutra as 

stated in the Shruti he is the resort for the 

released. is not concrete now but it is 

an abstract noun. This sort of interpreta¬ 
tion is found in the Paniniya sutra f 
where fg and tr^ mean feT and (abstract 

nouns). 

In this Sutra it is to be construed as a Hetu, then 
there ought to be the copulative particle to join this 
with the previous sutra But this objection 

is over-ruled by stating that this case is different from 
the case of and 

where the copulative"g is used. 'For in cr4’^^H^3TTcFT'T 
the word STT^rr stated is known to refer to Vishnu 
primarily. But here in the present case according to 
the Teeka, the doubt that Atma Shruti is reduced to 
sub-ordination by the Linga of recurrent birth is 
cleared and before that(before the doubt of subordination 
is cleared) it does not get the status of an independent 
Hetu. Hence no ^ has been used. 

But there upon it should not be objected that in 
no expression of condemning words expre¬ 
ssion of non condemnation and expression of condem¬ 
nation of others speak well of having reference to 
Vishnu. But here you should say that by the Linga of 
aprifT is said to be Vishnu. In the 
Bhashya also the latter is cited; And in Teeka it is 
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Stated that the word STTr^TT is kidnapped by the Lingas 
of and 3r^iTc^ and hence it is possible that 

their subject is likely to become the subject matter of 
the Sutra. 

But this objection is ruled out. There first it was 
doubted that Jeeva was the primary meaning of Atina; 
then it was burshed aside by stating that he was the 
resort of the released. But here it Is argued that though 
the word Atma is primarily used in the sense of Vishnu, 
yet in this context on account of the Linga of recurring 
birth which is severely exclusive in reference to Jeeva, 
the word Atma then is doubted to refer to Vishnu 
secondarily. To remove this doubt the sutra 

adduces the reason that one devoted to him 
attains Mukti. This also includes as the reason 
that non-condemn ableness is attributed 

to it. 

But again it may be objected that those Lingas or 
marks which argued out that the word Atma refers to 
Vishnu, can prove that Atma is not Vishnu depending 
on the strength of exclusive mark of recurring birth of. 
Jeeva even when the favourable marks of Vishnu are 
still alive; and how can they refute the doubt that bad 
been entertained. 

Yes, we do admit the propriety and strength of 
your reasoning. Yet in the coming sutras like 
and the Linga is proved to refer to 
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other things also, vvhile and others, ^’ lo 

refer exclusively to Vishnu. Hence now no objection 
can be raised. , • 

Yet one thing may be objected, that even the 
paths of Archis (fire) are accessible to the released; 
hence Vishnu alone is not But this objection 

is based on the worng iiitrepretation of that word 

here means that place wich does 
not tolerate any other place to vie with it, and yet 
positively it is a place, sought after, by the released. 
Brahma or Vishnu is the only such place. For he is 
described so in Shin lies like i%5^TctTT’T 'TXR’if, 
q’rqrq’f^:. But the meaning ‘The liast resort’ is not so 
clearly connoted by the word as by (he word 

Now the path of Archis is only tTT'-tt or accesibld 
and hot ; for it has another resort like 

Brahma or Vishnu. 

Now we proceed to the third Sutra 
Here 31 TtTH is derived as ST-iTfTho The rule of 

grammar is that termination is ordained in the 

passive sense ( ) ; then there is ■ 3fffT^-5r 

and the form is ready; which means ‘that which 

o 

is inferred’. No doubt the form ai»Ttnn is derived with 

•0 

the application of in the abstract having the 

Sense of ‘that which helps to infer’, and not in 
the sense of passive; yet by ; here 
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is adopted. Or this is derived 

from ST^Ttiff and the termination 3T5T and the first 

M> N 

syllable being changed into Vridhi we get the form 
3n!|tri^T which means ‘one having mainly the form of 
inference*. 

The sutra ultimately is explained as “Here Rudra 
is not Brahma as suggested by the shruti 

which is in the syllogistic form*’ according to the 
commentary The Agamas suggested are 

and and others. 

Theese tell us that the resort is mainly Rudra including 
Pradhana Hiranaya garbha, Surya, Shakti and others. 

No doubt in Teeka only Rudra and Pradhana are 
said to be the objects of inference; yet in the Teeka 
treating Purvapaksha by the instance of a statement 
which ordains the visible fruit, it is inferred that 
the statement which propounds its being a resort for all 
is valid. Hence Rudra and Pradhana are proved to be 
the resort for all. And this Purvapaksha inference is 
applicable to all bad Agamas. The part of sutra 
which is a reason adduced by ilie Sidhanta to 
prove that all those Rudra Pradhana and others 
mentioned in the bad Agamas cannot be the records 
for the heaven and earth. Bhashya mentions Rudra; 
Tattvanirnaya mentions resorts for the Pradhana, and 
Teeka both. Hence we understand th^t the word 5nf% 
(and others) is used to include others by implication. 
In the two derivations of ariTBIT there is greater Stress 
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on the meaning of Rudra and it oi^gbtto be in mascaline 
gender. In the Sutra in Mahabhashya 

there is stated and the word 

^with the termination (3T?T) is found used in 
the masculine gender. 

But on the strength of fulfilment of desires as 
stated in the Shaivagamas, that statement is said to be 
valid. And using this statement as an instance other 
statements also are proved to be valid, because they 
are statements made by Rudra. Thus then by this very 
rule by the contradiction found in those Agamas the 
inference itself can be proved fallacious and invalid. 
Thus in Anuvyakhyana itself in the 
the chief reason of the Purvapaksha is quashed. So 
how can you, depending upon the strength of Agamas 
revoke Rudra and Pradhana and then disprove them ? 

There is a rejoinder to this objection. Purvapaksha 
is raised on the virtue of ennuncitions and marks in 
great numbers, and on the strength of other reasons in 
the form of parallel statements, and on the strength of 
a characteristic mark like recurrent birth; and then as 
an extra reason it is mentioned that Agama also 
corroborates it. Sudha aggrees to this or when Rudra 
is proved to be a support to all the worlds as stated in 
the Shruti and on the strength of this 

the validity of the Agama which proves that it is the 
support of heaven and earth and its contradictions 
prove the invalidity of that inference and this inference 
of invalidity is being proved fallacious. The inference 
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ba^ed on ..the visible fmit depending upon some source 
has its validity. But again objecting.on the basis of 
Agama, it i s s tated tha t the .p a.ra llel i. sta ternen t al s o i s 
proved to have Vishnu for the topic. The inference of 
validity has ho more refuta tions- This is the method of 
justification. 

Anuvyakhayana sums up the discussion properly 
thus—The parallel statement of Rudra contains the 
words Rudra and Pinaka,' have primary reference to 
Vishnu and hence do not refer to Rudra and others. 
Thus aiiyvords have no refesence, else where and hence 
have no other sense. ; So they.are exclusive iu: reference 
to Vishnu. This is exposed by 

Here again an’ objection is raised; Tt is not 
warranted by rules 6f grammar that should 

mean because the compound is impossible 

as there: is rid strength in the words to ' coriibine into a 
compound. Therefore following the method of cithers 
it should mean only The 

first explanation means as “There is the absence of that 
word” and the second means “as there is the word 
opposite to that word”. The first is the result of 
Raghavendra explains these two methods 
ill the words of a quotation. 

' 'TT^T^r; fT5T. 

is'the instance oftheforrner ). In such 

instances the nagative particle is in need , of the verb. 
But the words like ^=7 do not show any inclination. 
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for it. ;,.compound !is accepted;:;only when be Was-^ 
reminded of an instance; that instance is 

The meaning, of theis,—; jWhctt. the.rp is 
Other karaka^ than agency, ineapt .signifyi^ 
theVoot with the. ^^ terminatipja is suffixed, to it.:, .:4s:i 
there is the particle even 'wliep;., itris not av'nanleV'j%; 
included here, sp,that the. forpi 5TTif: js justified fropT 

j: _ ..V 

Here iii the Siitra begins a quest whether - 
is ain instance of or When it is 

considered to be only that or function which is 

different frdin‘agency rind yet similar to it, is to be 
accepted;: And-so there need be rio such word as 
in the Sutra. Thirs • \ve come to the conclusion that 
this Sutra is not art instance of Paryudasa. P*ut it is 
an instance of • Prasajyapratishedha. And ju.st to 
remind that even in Pras.'ajyapratishedha there is a 
compound^ the word is used. Then the direction 

given in the Sutra ST^^fcT. At the beginning 

3ft, iT, aft) become 3{T5^. But when the termi¬ 
nation with - as its ?cT the latter comes before it, 
it is not changed to 3TTr^. Thus we find here the 
instance of welTillustrated. But if we ' 

adopt, the meaning will be ‘when a termination begimi- ' 
ing with' a vowel is followed by then only' 

it is changed intosjTr^'. But then in such words as 
and. there would be no termination by the Sutra 
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All this will be made clear in vritti and 

elsewhere. 

Or there will be compound (3T^=5SS'Tg;). 

It is dissolved as ST^^gtT 

% 

Because many meanings of 3To^ift^[cr are given as 
3I5ir?tf^^f^^T ?rwtq^THfe52Tfe and others. 

Thus the aTcq-if having one of these meanings will be 
compounded with the following word in ^Toir^ft'STT^^rJTT^ 
So here the in the meaning of 3t?TT^ compoun¬ 
ded with the following word just as 3T^r^: 

is formal. 

“The word STTctTT by convention connotes Vishnu. 
Hence shruties do not refer to Shiva and others” in 
this pada of Anuvyakhyana” because Jeeva has been 
warded off with the ‘reason’ of And for this 

very reason even JTTW^disnot 

mentioned. Thus the King of the Veda states”, in IV 
Adhyaya and the first pada of Anuyyakhayana. 
“Prakriti and Jeeva are not referred to, as the word 
3TTc^ the synonym of is used” thus it is stated in 
V. T. Vinirnaya. In the Sudha of the same Pada it is 
stated” 31^ means ^^rfrf^rdlfgvir: theoneother 

■s -s 

than Shiva and others and that is Brahma. And that 
word is 3RRf ^Tg:- Thus another is drawn; And here 
there is no use of the word To suggest this meaning 
is mentioned- 

When the other meaning is accepted, it is the sutra 
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other party mentions that there is 
no flaw of tautalogy with this may be justified 

on the ground that the very argument in favour of 
Sidhanta, will serve as refutation of the Purva Paksha. 
To show that there will be no flaw at all, Sudha also 
states that this sutra mentions the same that the argument 
in favour of Sidhanta will be also refutataion of 
purvapaksha”. Thus as there is special purpose it must 
be refuted. 

If this is an by the sutra 

it is 3Toq-q- and by the sutra it will be 

compounded and the that is created comes to be 
elided; and by the sutra 
there is the insertion of «TtT and the word 
is formed; and it can never be 

To this objection the rejoinder is if the 

ends in 3T and is followed by the 
termination,, that is not elided but there will be 

the insertion of SfiT and when in the ablative case there 

\ 

will be no insertion of STiT also. This elucidates the 
statement in Sudha that even when there is no eligibility 
to be compounded () by exception 

there may be a compound or there will be 
when there is 3Isit^TT and that thus the explanation 
should be found out. But the other explanation given 
in Sudha that the sutras follow strictly the shinties 
being very easy is not referred to. The same method 
should be followed while explaining the sutra 
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The sutra is meant to refute the claims 
of Jeeya and Vayu (to be the support of heaven and 
earth). 

The reason.s' that were adduced viz., 

^ the word Atma, ^ (the resort of the released) 

and others Ua-e there for extending ^Tl^or negative 
particle. This explanation of the Teeka is not correct, 
if tl'.at be correct the two Sutras and 

S'? ^ . C 

ought to have bc.en mentioned as if one Sutra, for 
division would not have been proper. This 
is resorted to, for the sake of a ‘reply’ and also for the 
sake of extension in the Sutra And if the 

whole thing is repeated in extension the SutraSTTT+TTf'T^ 
also shall have to be refuted too in extension. We 
cannot be ready to be reduced to that position. 
Because t!)e Adwaitins and Shaivas and others, 
agree to the identity between Brahma and Jeeva. 
But the Sankhyas do not agree to the identity 
of Pradhana and Brahma. Because the difference 
between Pradhana and Isha is not accepted as is 
accepted between Jeeva and Brahma on the strength of 
the Shruti In the Sutra the 

Sidhanli resorts to break the joint statement in order 
to get reply which is restricted only to the case of Jeeva. 

Raghavendra here adds another instance of 
breaking the joint statement from Grammar 
In Angadhikarana there is the Sutra 

and in the Sutra that comes before this 
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ought to have been mentioned. The sutra 
that comes after it is ’ In all these 

(Seperation of two that had been brought together) 
is taken to, for the sake of extension. Otherwise the 
whole thing would have been repeated' So also here. 

This argument automatically refutes the argument 
of shruta Prakasha that the idea of to be 

an independent sutra is not correct. But some may 
object that the refutation of Vayu is not to be found 
in the sutra. To this the reply is that the ^ is not 
merely to extend the Hetus and ‘but also’to join 
together the case of Vayu also. 

In the 5th sutra it i^ay be objected 

that what is stated in Teeka that the statement of 
difference between Jeeva and Isha as stated in 
is not correct. For in that shruti difference from Jeeva is 
not stated. And this runs counter to the Bhashya cn 
To this objection, the following is the 
rejeineder- “Here f^ is said to be STrq" or different. 
And Jeeva is iatroduced in- sees him as different”. 
And Jeeva is related to as counter ^part of him 
who is 3y?q:. Thus thinking, it is stated 
that this shruti is produced as evidence in respect of 
difference between Jeeva and Isha according to 

Now is In the Jaimini sutras 

in the 4th Adhyaya 1st pada and 10th Adhikarana there 
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is the sutra fTxrJT?iJ which means 

“one year old cow is meant to be the price for purchase 
of soma. And its bringing also is for the same purpose; 
and not for the sake, of anointing the axle with 
or ointment at the seventh foot step.’’ 

In Jyoti stoma one year old cow 

is offered as price for soma. The Adhvaryu goes behind 
it six steps, q? sreff^: Thenafter 

bringing the cow six steps, at the seventh step he takes 
the dust of that cow’s foot along with ghee. Then it 
is ordained that in order to give oblation when be 
starts for the East he takes the ointment arid smears 
the axle with that ointment made up of the dust of the 
cow’s foot. 

Here just as soma purchase is the purpose; so also 
the smearing of the axle with the ointment which is 
made possible bv steps of the cow has the same purpose. 
When this is doubted, as both are made possible only 
by bringing the one year old cow, both go to constitute 
the purpose. This is the Prima facie view. Then final 
judgement is he purchases soma with one year old cow. 
Now the rule is for what purpose money (cow) is paid 
for that purpose all other rituals are performed. 
Therefore the rituals performed for bringing the cow for 
the purpose of purchasing soma have the same purpose- 
Purcliase of soma; and all others only follow it. 

Thinking that there is ;the word in q^ 

which proves that it refers to the feet of a cow 
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of one year old, the discussion follows. This is 
called 

Thus just as in the fifth, in the sixth 
also is said to be different from some and not 
from and hence the word is not used. So 

there is no difference between the two. But this doubt 
is cleared by stating that Parainatroan is the topic 
begun as he is said to be the topic of the great Lore 
(in Hence by i?r he alone is 

referred to here because of the context of the holy text. 

No doubt you can explain this tftT thus; but how 
does that .prove what you want? Just as by the statement 
of the meaning of Rudra in the parallel 

statement and of the Word ^Ttr^T»T in the topical 
sentence is settled to refer to Vishnu in contraven¬ 
tion of other .meanings; so also the word is settled 
to refer to Vishnu; and not on the strength of. 
shruti, like Here also there are shruties 

and smirties like and others, (he is that 

Isha who is Hari). 

But This contention is fallacious. When there is sure 
indicator of the inward (secret) it is not fair to give it 
up. When there is objection that context can be made 
to refer to other things on Jhe strength of the mark of 
Jeeva which is exclusive, even the context proves its 
amenableness to other meanings on the strength of 
Thus this is stated in order to remind 
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the sense that it shpnld be applied'else where also and, I 
to increase the. strength of shruti and Linga stated ^ 
^ before. This also refutes the objeption that Pralcarana 
or context canhot confute shruti. For shruti allows 
other meanings while rprakarana. is exclusive in 1 
reference. 

, The, seventh and in this, difference 

between Jeeva . and Isha is riot established only pri the 
strength of mere naming shfnti but also the strength of ' 
the mark. There is not niere mention; of the. word V 
as in but in Jeeya and 

Isha-orie enjoying the fruit of his action and the other 
not - which stdte fprinSi the charctei;istic iriark , For ; 
difference between the two-are mentined, Sutra violates 
the orders bf 'Jeeva arid Isha - in shruti to give more .r 
i mpor taiiee to Isha i (because of Is H a is rneriti on ed ; 
first) and to a Pew Syliabled word. 7 ( 

v No •doubt in Giihadhikafaria 3Tff$’ffti‘hoteat- 
ing’is explained as (Isha),-not .eating the bad fruit; but •. 
here it is explained'Isha is riot eatmg frir iriainting 
himsel f. For in B h agavata. it i s expl airied-F These two 
birds .perching together. aS;'friends have bvUt -their 
nests on the trep.by jchanc.e;. one. of them,; .eats the fppd 
pf Pip pal a fr ui t nn^ thp pther, thpHgte' withprit / food > • 
is still ..stronger”- Arid in sh stated : “As Man 

•and jGod .are thus .characterised with arid without food 
is not still weak; hence Hari is not eating for the 
sake-of food., , .■ ' . . . ' 
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No\y he is going to prove that' referes 

i- to Jeeya and Isha and hot to Budhi and Jeeva. Those 
t\. ' who contend fbr Bttdhi and Jeeva do so on the Virtue of 
ir 'But; andv 

:. mean Jeeva and- only. ) 

For more detail^ respect 

Ragbavendra asks us to refer to ^'.fcT9^Tg<T4'^!^tTfa of the 
' Gui-upada. . . \ ^ 

Now chandnkakara reprodneed the interpretation 
, of Bliainatikara. and refutes it,squarely. Raghavendra 
■ quotes the yety yerse of Bhamatikaja and builds prima 
facie view.. The support of Heayeij , and . Earth is said 
; ? to Be ‘the Bri^^e df'the Xinrita’ ) There 

, ‘ is nothinjg.^else,. thap • Brahmajfe which can be cal led 
Arnrita.::. JJenda no Relationship . can '.be established 
.between Atnn'tli and 'Brahiha. .Now bridge is that which 
r has a 51 ^ or shore. 'Brahman itself is the shore 
’ ( Therefore Brahniaac carinot >Be the; support ofi Heaven 
, and Earth. Biit it may be. only'. RudravOr Vayu or 
PradKaha dr Jeeva‘ or Gtl)|ers. - This iathe prima facie 
yiew. Now Sjidhanfa aecording to is-PradJiana 

and others are hot able to cdhtairi water therefore they 
cannot be \setU;^|.^ j; in i conventional sense. Its 
derivedTneanihg is; abstract^ and means container of 
‘ . which:re the meaniiig oan veJy well 

: therefore refer.lo: iBraJfmiah alsp^ j . 

' Or another way of interpretation is-In‘sbruti the; 
Pronoun does not refer td. Brahnr^^^ but . 
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it is the object of injunction in and refers .< 

to ‘knowing’ verbally introduced as the important 
thing; And that khowing is the means to attain I 

or Mukti. Hence Shidhanta is that is used in i 

it s s e cond ary m ode. •; 

But these two interpretations are far from satis- I 
factory. For this does not agree with Brahman and the 
characteristic mark of recurring birth upholds only the 
prima facie view. If there is no other SRct than Brah¬ 
man according to purva paksha Jeeva and others 
cannot be in any way said to be 
Sidhanta cannot in any way be explained. 

' Now what is ? "3Tf3T?rR^TTtrtB>r: 

is said to be and its disappea¬ 

rance, is Moksha. But if 3Tfcr?rT0T^% is tflsa* then 
what is the nature of Moksha? Is it real, or unreal or 
real cum unreal, or indescribable, or its destruction ? 

In the fust alternative, according to Adwaita 
system the real Moksha is nothing but Brahman and 
hence Brahman cannot be the support of Moksha. Then 
in the second alternative what is the nature of ? 

Has Bandha its support in Jeeva according to Bhamati- 
kara or in the pure acc. to Vivaranakara ? 

If Bandha have its support in only then Mok. 
sha the destruction of it should have its support in. 
gftr. Because it is a rule that Bandha and Moksha 
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should have a coinmon support. If again ^‘cT also hap¬ 
pens to be only; then you cannot attribute sainsara 
only to the image and not to the original. 

Again the statemenc that in the shruti refers 
to ITfH is not warranted, For in the 

pronoun refers to Brahman called setu. 

Even the interpretation of the sutra is said to be 
incorrect. In the first sutra, as this pada is said to 
refer exclusively to undifferentiated Brahman, the 
support of Heaven and Earth is the sub.stratum for the 
super-imposition: for there is nothing else. Now the 
reason also is not sound. For means 

^5^:. Now even the absolute Brahman is not primarily 
expressed by the word stt^. Secondary denotation of 
3TT?^TT is to be found even in Prakriti. 

If it is contended that denotation of the word Atma 
is to be found in differentiated Brahman 
it is rejoined differentiated Brahma or saguna Brahma 
is not the topic of this pada as already announced 
by you. 

Some others still contend that when a doubt arises 
if Jeeva is the support of heaven and earth, it is settled in 
priina facie view on the strength of the marks of the 
support of the senses and the recurring birth that Jeeva 
is some how explained as the support of earth and 
heaven either in essence or through his actions or in the 
released state of fully developed illumination. To This 
the rejoinder in the form of Sidhanta is said to be that 
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Atma is the support of earth and heaven, as Atnia i! 
said to be only object to be known' and it canijote 
Parainattnan who is said to. be the .Ashraya' for sense 
and other things; as he is said to he approached by tli 
released and he is the'support of the Nadi through th 
heart. It is in eonfpririity with as Para 

matma assumes, at his sweet will, the divine form. 

But this coriteii'tion is baseless. TFbr. yOii ,canno 
assert that it is ohly Jeeva. For ybp do not produce 
reasons to exclude Rudra and others. You cannoi 
reject Pradhana in the sutra ?TT^*rPT.^. , ' ? 

Thus chandrikakara goes on phallengihg the vera^ 
ciry of the' interpretations of others. j 

Thiis -ends Dypbhvadhyadhikaranam., ^ 
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Si^nifiostYice 

of 

tiHe 0X1 tlxe 

iXatoliet: 

Raghavendra olTers a harmonious 
interpretation of the Brahma Sutras which 
is Symbolically represented by a Veen a 
being played on by his deft fingers- But 
he does not claim any Originality in the 
composition of the spiritual music. It is 
at the inspiration of Badarayana-Vedavyasa 
and his favourite disciple Sbri Madhv3» 
both of whom are represented as being in 
different worlds and yet interested in bis 
interpretational music His five glosses 
that are Summarisied here, are Bhavadeepa 
Nyayamuktavali, Tantradeepika. Tattva- 
manjari and Prakasha, which are symbo- 
licaly represented by bis glowing heart, 
pearly necklace, a burning lamp, a garland 
of Tulsi leaves, and the Spiritual light 
litting his face. Thus the picture is real and 
yet symbolic and highly Significant with 
esoteric meaning. 
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